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Meeting Date: ' December 11, 2019

General Plan Element: Land Use

General Plan Goal: Create a sense of community through land uses
ACTION

Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch
8-ZN-2019 & 5-AB-2019

Request to consider the following:

1.

A recommendation to City Council regarding a request by owner for a Zoning District Map
Amendment from Single-family Residential, Planned Community District, Environmentally
Sensitive Lands (R1-35 PCD £SL) to Commercial Office, Planned Community District,
Environmentally Sensitive Lands (C-O PCD ESL) and Developmeiit Plan amendment on a +/-5-
acre site located at 9875 and 9909 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road {217-14-037A and 217-
14-038A).

A recommendation to City Council regarding a request by owner to abandon the thirty-three -
(33) foot General Land Office Patent Easement (GLOPE) on the east side of parcel 217-14-037A,
and to abandon the thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office Patent Easement on the west’
side, the thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office Patent Easement on the south side and the
western eight (8) feet.of the thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office Pateént Easement on the
east side of parcel 217-14—038A located.at 9875 and 9909 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road.

Goal/Purpose of Request

The applicant’s request is to rezone to a commercial district that aliows a residential healthcare
facility and to abandon some of the General Land Office Patent Easement (GLOPE) on the subject

propertles

* Key ltems for Consideration

Conformance with General Plan

Access to the property and adjacent properties is not impacted
by proposed abandonment .

This application has been revised from the proposal that was
heard and recommended for denial by Planning Commission on
September 25, 2019.

Applicant requested a continuance at the October 23" meeting. | -
Lack of a guorum on November 13, 2019 ]
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Planning Commission Report | Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

¢ Lack of a quorum on November 13,2019
o Letters of support and opposition received

'OWN_ER

Winstaf Prov
(602) 525-2469 .

APPLICANT CONTACT

Michael Leary/Paul Gilbert
480-991-1111

LOCATION

9875 E McDowell Mountain Ranch Rd. and 9909 E. McDowéII Mountain Ranch Rd. (217-14-037A
-and 217-14-038A) :

BACKGROUND

General Plan’ :

The General Plan Land Use Element designates the property as Office. This category includes a
variety of office uses. This category provides strict development and Iandscapmg requiréments to
-ensure adjacent residential uses are protected. The proposed rezening te Commercial Office (C-O}
typically conforms with the Office designation. . ‘

Zoning

The site is zoned Single- family Residential, Planned Community District, Environmentally Sensitive
~ Lands (R1-35 PCD ESL). The Single-family zoning district(s) allow(s) for single family homes,
recreational, religious and educational facilities. The subject properties were annexed in 1972
(Ordinance 645}, rezoned from the County R1-35:to the Single-family zoning district (R1-35) under
case 22-2-72. In 1991, the Environmentally Sensitive.Lands Overlay (ESL) rezoning was approved
and included these propertles The subject propérties were' mcluded in the Horseman s Park
Planned Community District in 2001 {33-ZN-2000).

These cases'were heard by the Planning Commission on September 25, 2019 and the Planning

Commission recommended denial 6 to 0. After that hearing, the applicant amended their rezoning |

request by removing their réquest to rezone out of the Environmentally Sensitive Overlay (ESL) and -

amended their abandonment case to reguest the addltlonal 8 feet of the eastern 33-foot-wide GLO
easement -on parcel 217-14-038A.

Context

‘The subject properties are located at 9875 and 9909 E. McDoweIl Mountain Ranch Road. Please
refer to context graphics attached.
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Adjacent Uses and Zoning

North: E. McDowell Mouritain Ranch Road, Horseman'’s Park subdivision zoned Single-family
Residential, Planned Community District, Environmentally Sensitive Lands (R1-5 PCD
ESL} and Graythorn Condominium development zoned Service Residential Planned
Community District, Environmentally Sensitive- Lands (S-R PCD ESL)

South:- Westworld zoned Western Theme Park {(WP) and Arizona State Lands zoned Single-
family, Environmentally Sensitive Lands (R1-35 ESL)

East: Vacant land zoned Single-family Residential, Planned Community District,
Environmentally Sensitive Lands (R1-35 PCD ESL).

West: Westworld zoned Western Theme Park (WP)

General Land Office Patent Easements (general information)

Within the City of Scottsdale there are General Land Office (GLO} lots or parcels of various sizes
created by the Federal Small Tract Act. This act was passed in 1938 and repealed in 1976.

Most GLO lots were patented with 33-foot (or sometimes 50 foot) readway and public utility
easements typically “as near as practicable to the exterior boundaries.”

The city has viewed these patent roadway and utility easements as assured access at least until
a local circulation plan is established. |

As GLO lots come in for development (i.e., lot splits, subdivisions or requesting building permits)
staff requires city right-of-way dedications per city circulation plans. The city’s transportation
plan establishes a street system to replace the grid pattern.created by the GLO easements.

Any patent easements in excess of the current requirements to the circulation plans (including
trails), roadway standards, and not required to insure access to any other lot, may be requested
to be abandoned.

On 1981 City Ordinance 1386 was adopted delegatlng the authorlty for the release of GLO
easements to the Engineerifg Services Director.

On March 2, 1999, the City Council ‘repealed‘ Ordinanee 1386 .and adopted Ordinance 3218
which requires the abandonment of the GLO patent roadway easements to go through the same
public hearing process currently used for all rights-of-way, alleys, and .roadway easements. The
Cit_y Attorney’s office has concluded that this process for consideration of GLO roadway
abandonment satisfies legal requirements. ‘

On August 12, 2005, Arizona Revised Statute section 9-500.4 became effective. This section
gives the local municipality the right to abandon GLO patent easements, and concurs with the

© city’s position on abandonment of GLO patent easements,

Subject GLOs

The $ubject 33-foot General Land Office Patent Easement(s) (GLO) located along the western,
eastern and southern boundaries of 9875 & 9909 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road were
dedicated in May and July 1954 through patent serial number(s) 1144421 and 1145658. The subject
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GLO roadway easements were reserved on the original patent deed to assure legal access.
Currently the GLO easements are unimproved. ‘

Other Related Policies, References:
Scottsdale General Plan 2001, as amended
Scenic Roadway Designations (1-GP-2004)
Scenic Corridor Design Guidelines (7 DR-2003)
Zoning Ordinance

Local Area Infrastructure Plan (LAIP)
Transportation Master Plan ‘

APPLICANTS PROPOSAL

Development Information
The development proposal is to rezone for a residential healthcare facility.

e Existing Usﬁe: _ vacant
. Proposed Use: Residential healthcare facility
o Buildings/Description: Senior Living facility with minimal and specialized residential
healthcare

e Parcel Size: Gross 5.658 acres (246,476 square feet)

' 7 . Net 5.097 acres (222,068 square feet)
e Building Height Allowed: 48 feet and 32 feet within 100 feet of a R1 District
e Building Height Proposed: 46 feet

e Parking Required: 197 spaces

e Parking Provided: 119 spaces (requesting a 40% parking reduction)
e Open Space Required: . 53,296 square feet

e Open Space Provided: 85,222 square feet

e NAOS Required: 53,322 square feet

o NAOS Provided: 55,901 square feet

e Residential Healthcare Allowed: Specialized 80 beds per gross acre: 32 beds
Minimal 40 units per gross acre: 210 units
e Residential Healthcare Proposed: 29 beds for specialized

139 units for minimal

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Land Use

The proposed zoning designation of Commercial Office, Planned Community District,

Environmentally Sensitive Lands (C-O PCD ESL} will permit a residential healthcare facility and other
Page 4 of 8
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commercial office uses'that are not permitted in the existing Single-family zoning district. The
Commercial Office zoning district is compatible with the General Plan Office land use designation.

Airport Vicinity

‘The subject property is located within the Airport’s AC-1 influence area. Commercial uses and

residential healthcare facilities are allowed, but a FAA determination on the structures and
avigation easement are required.

Transportation/Trails . '
The proposed residential healthcare facility use is anticipated to generate 340 daily vehicle trips
compared to the existing single-family zoning which is anticipated at 58 daily vehicle trips based on
6 dwelling units. An office building of 58,021 square feet would generate 566 daily vehicle trips. The
existing roadway network is designed to accommodate such traffic. Parking for the proposed site
requires 197 spaces, 119 spaces are provided. The applicant is requesting a parking reduction for

~ the proposed use‘from City Council based on their subritted parking study which concludes that

the residential healthcare use generates the need for fewer parking spaces than the Zoning
Ordinance requires. . : i

The applicant is requesting abandonment of the west 8 feet of the eastern 33-foot-wide GLO. The
remaining 25 feet of GLO would provide future access to the southern property from E. McDowell
Mountain Ranch Road. The Transportation department has determlned thls is acceptable-access for
the property to the south.

Water/Sewer

The developer is responsible for constructlng new water and sewer service'to serve the site, and
there are not antncnpated impacts.

Public Safety

The nearest fire station is located at 16701 N 100'™ Street; approximately one mile from the site. The
subject site is served by Police District 4, Beat 18. The proposed development is not anticipated to
have a negative impact on public safety services. -

Public Utilities
The public utilities have been notified of the applicant’s request. The utility companies have
indicated that there are.no conflicts with the proposed abandonment and support the

abandonment.

Open Space/NAOS

The required Natural Area Open Space (NAOS) for the subject property is 53,322 square feet. The
proposed 54,391 square feet of NAOS area includes the Rio Verde canal area which is applicable for
a 2:1 credit as an archaeological site.. The applicant is also requesting abandoning 8 feet of the 33-
foot-wide eastern GLO with a portion of this GLO to be utilized as NAOS.

The General Plan Land Use Element (Goal 3, bullet 1; Goal 7, bullet 2) intends to ensure that
neighborhood edges transition to one another by considering appropriate land uses and
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development patterns. Furthermore, the Open Space Element (Goal 1, bullets 1, 10, 11, 14, 15,17,
20, and 22) seeks to protect and improve the quality of Scottsdale’s natural and urban
environments as defined in the quality and quantity of its open spaces. To that end, the Community
Mobility Element {Goal 7, bullet 1) states that scenic corridors should be sensitively integrated, and
that the integrity of this setback is preserved. More specifically, Case 1-GP-2004 identified
McDowell Mountain Ranch Road as a Desert Scenic Roadway Designation withinthe 2001 General
Plan. Desert Scenic Roadways are the one mile and half mile roads within the Environmentally
Sensitive Lands Overlay that are not already designated as a Scenic Corridor or Buffered Roadway;
Consequéntly, staff is recommending a stipulation for the applicant to provide a 20’ minimum, 45’
average Desert Scenic Corridor-easement along McPowell Mountain Ranch Road, which aligns with
both General-Plan policy as well as recent approvals (23-ZN-2018 and 21-ZN-2004#2) within the
context area. ' ‘

Community Involvement

The applicant originally mailed notification letters with the open house information to property
owners within 750-feet of the subject site and a Project Under Consideration sign was posted on the
site on April 27, 2019. The Open House meeting was held May 7, 2019 at McDowell Center located
at 16116 N. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. The applicant sent-out notification letters to property
owners within 750 feet of the site an the revised zoning application and abandonment request. The
applicant’s public outreach report is attached to this report.

City staff mailed postcardsto property owners within 750-feet of the subject site and interested

~ parties when the case was submitted and a second postcard notifying them of the Planning
Commission hearing date, time and location. Staff has received correspondence on this case
(Attachment #13). Correspondence received included concerns on the impacts on Westworld. Some
of the correspondence received was regarding rezoning out of the Environmentally Sensitive Lands
(ESL), but the applicant has removed that part of the request.

Afterthe September 25, 2019 Planning Commission hearing, the applicant mailed notification
letters with the revised zoning and abandonment information: to property owners within 750-feet of
the subject site. ’

~ On November 6, 2019, a letter from the State Lands Department was received in opposition to the
abandonment of the west 13 feet of the eastern 33-foot-wide.GLO on parcel 217-14-038A.
Notification has not been received from the State Land Department regarding the proposal to
abandon 8 fee_t of'the GLO easement instead of 13 féet. -

The applicant has posted a sign on the subject property with the hearing date, time and location.

'STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Recommended Approach:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission determine that the proposed zoning district map
amendment and Development Plan amendment are consistent and conform with the adopted
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General Plan and make a recommendation to City Council for approval per the attached
stipulations.

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission make a recommendation to City Council for
approval of the following:

. to abandon the thirty-three (33} foot General Land Office Patent Easement (GLOPE) on the
' east side of parcel 217-14-037A;

e to abandon the thirty-three (33} foot General Land Office Patent Easement on the west side
and the thirty-three (33} foot General Land Office Patent Easement on the south side of
parcel 217-14-038A; and

e to abandon the western eight (8) feet of the thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office
Patent Easement on the east side of parcel 217-14-038A.

Finding that the proposal is consistent with and conforms to the adopted General Plan, subject to
the property owner paying compensation to the City, as determined by City Council, for the
abandonment of right-of-way.

RESPONSIBLE DEPARTMENT(S)

Planning and Development Services
Current Planning Services

STAFF CONTACT(S)

Doris McClay

Senior Planner
‘480-312-4214

E-mail: dmcclay@ScottsdaleAZ.gov
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APPROVED BY

Doris McClay, Report Author (

1|24

Tim Curtis, AICP, Current Planning Director

'2-4210, tcurtis@scottsdaleaz.gov

Date

ATTACHMENTS

l\lz;{uﬂ

Date

23/

Date

1.

Context Aerial

1A, Aerial Close;Up

Contéxt Aerial for Abandonment

Aerial Close-up for Abandonment
Stipulations

Exhibit A to Attachment 4: Development Plan
Additional Information '
Applicant’s Narrative

General Plan Land Use Map *

Zoning Map

GLOPE Recorded Documents

. Abandonment legal and graphic
- NAOS Plan

. Traffic Impact Ana’l"ysis Summary
. Citiz_én Involvement

. Correspondence

. City Notification Map

Page 8 of 8



i1 J’n S at H .J».ut..-ul"l,'

> r'~4r‘ Tyt
l ie; FG (f' lenfial

] A\ { ~

zJI:'.;A.A:A"u'.["E.‘HE 1!
T St
‘&u'@“‘mf’un

IMc DowelllMountainssss
Aparimentsa

£

i \m

Context Aerial | 8-ZN-201 9

ATTACHMENT 1




\Graythron
'Condominlum

NORTH

ZCIose-u Aerial | i | 8-ZN-2019

ATTACHMENT 1A




-
=

]

1
|
|

Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch o 5-AB-2019

ATTACHMENT 2




E..McDowell Mountain Ranch Roaq

| 99-97 ™2017 GiIs orthophoto s = —— ===
Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch - 5-AB-2019

ATTACHMENT 3




Case 8-ZN-2019

These stipulations.are in order to protect the public health, safety, welfare, and the City of Scottsdale.

SITE DESIGN

1.

PROTECTION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES Any development on the property is subject to the
requnrements of Scottsdale Revised Code, Chapter 46, Article VI, Protection of Archaeological
Resources, Section 46-134 - Discoveries of archaeolog!cal resources during construction.

CONFORMANCE TO CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN. Development shall conform with the
conceptual Development plan.submitted by Ryan A+E, Inc. and with the city'staff date of

~ 8/14/19, attached as Exhibit'A to Attachment #4 contingent on compliance with these stipulations

including the required NAOS. Any proposed significant change to the conceptual site plan, as
determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall be subject to additional action and public
hearings before the Planning Commission and City Council.

BUILDING HEIGHT LIMlTATIONS No buﬂdlng on the site shall exceed 48 feet in he:ght measured
from existing natural grade. .

LAND ASSEMBLAGE. Land assemblage shall be a pre-requisite of any permit issuance.

NATURAL AREA OPEN SPACE. Required Natural Area-Open Space (NAOS) shall be a minimum of
53,322 square feet.

ALTERATIONS TO NATURAL WATERCOURSES. Any proposed, alteration to the natural state of
watercourses with a peak flow rate of 750 cfs ot less based on the 100 year ~2 hour raih event shali
be: subject to Development Review Board approval.

OUTDOOR LIGHTING. The maximum helght of any outdoor Iightihg_:'sq’u’r_ce, except any light sources
for patios and/or balconies, shall be 16 feet above the adjacent finished grade.

OUTDOOR LIGHTING FOR PATIOS AND BALCONIES. Light sources that-are utlllzed to lluminate
patios and/or balconies that are above 16 feet shall be subject to the approval of the Development

Review Board.

ACCESS RESTRICTIONS. Access to the deveiopment project shall conform to the following

restrictions: - .
a. There shall be a maximum of one site drlveway(s) access locatlon(s) to E McDowell Mountam
Ranch Road.

. b. The driveway access location to E. McDowell:Mountain Ranch Road shall line Dp with th'e '

10.

Version 7- 17 ATTACHMENT 4

easternmmst driveway from Graythorn Development to the north; APN 217-16-940.

PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIVITY Prior to issuance of any permlt the-owner shall provide six (6) foot
sidewalk accessible pedestrian route from the main entry of the development to E. McDowell
Mouritain Ranch Road. ' :
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Case 8-ZN-2019

DEDICATIONS

11.

12.

13.

14.

PUBLIC NON-MOTORIZED ACCESS EASEMENT. Prior to issuance of any permit, the owner shall
dedicate a minimum five (5) foot-wide Public Non-Motorized Access Easement to the City of
Scottsdale: adjacent to E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road,

MULTI-USE TRAIL EASEMENT. Prior to issuance of any permlt the owner shall dedicate minimum
twenty (20) foot wide Public Non- Motorlzed Access Easement to the City of Scottsdale to contam

‘the multi-use- tra1| along the Verde Canal:

DESERT SCENIC ROADWAY SETBACKS LOCATION, EASEMENT, AND IM PROVEM ENTS. Priorto
issuance of any permlt for the development: project, the owner:shall dedicate a minimum 20- foot

wide and average 45-foot continuous Scenic Corridor’ Easement to across the lot along the E.

McDowell Mountain Ranch Road front. The width of the Scenic Corridor Easement:shall be
méasured from the right-of-way. Unless otherwise approved by the Development Rewew Board, the
area within the Scénic Corridor’ Easement shall be left ina hatural condition.

AVIGATION EASEMENT. Prior to the issuance of any permlt, the owner shall dedicate an Avigation
Easement, in a form acceptablé to the City Attorney, or designee.

INFRASTRUCTURE

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

CONSTRUCTION COMPLETED. Prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy or Certification of
Shell Building, whichever is first, for the development project, the owner shall.complete all the
infrastructure and improvements required by the. Scottsdale Revised Code-and these stipuiations.

STANDARDS OF IMPROVEMENTS. All improvements {curb, gutter, sidewalk, curb ramps, driveways,
pavement, concrete, water, wastewater, etc.)-shall be constructed in accordance with the applicable
City of Scottsdale Supplements to the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) Uniform
Standard Specifications and Details for Public Works Construction, Maricopa Association of
Governments (MAG) Uniform Standard Specifications and Details for Public Works.Construction, the
Design Standards and Policies Manual (DSPM), and all other-applicable city codesand policies.

CIRCULATION IMPROVEMENTS. Prior to any permit issuance for the development project, the
owner shall submit and obtain approval of construction documents to construct the following

1mpr0vements

a. E MCDOWELL MOUNTAIN RANCH ROAD. Full half street major Collector cross-section along site
frontage including two vehicular travél lanes, bike lane, center two-way left turn fane, curb,
gutter and an eight (8) foot curb separated.sidewalk, which may be brought to back of curb at
locations of conflict with existing headwall locations er other such permanent structures.

WATER AND WASTEWATER IMPROVEM ENTS. The owner shall provide all water and wastewater
infrastructure improvements; including any new. service lines, connection, fire-hydrants, and
manholes, necessary to serve the development.

FIRE HYDRANT. The owner shall provide fire hydrant(s) and rélated water infrastructure adjacent.to
iot, in the-locations determined by the Fire Department Chief,.or designee.

REPORTS AND STUDIES

20.

MASTER DRAINAGE PLAN. As stated in the preliminary drainage report the:development site is.
currently impacted by significant offsite flows and floodplain originating at the north termination of
the Rio Verde Canal located near the northeast corner of the site. As such, the feasibility of the
proposed drainage plan and site layout for the proposed development is deépendent upon the

Version 7- 17
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Case 8-ZN-2019

21.

22.

23.

approval and implementation of the improvements as set forth in the proposed master drainage
plan for this parcel and the two parcels to the east that will remove this off-site flow and fioodplain
affecting the developmentsite. As a result, the approval of the development review case for the
proposed development will be contingent upon the submission and approval of the drainage master
plan and the satisfactory completion of the stipulations contained in the master drainage plan.
While the drainage master plan is yet to be formally approved, the master: plan will heed to address

the following issues which will be stipulations to the drainage plans approval:

a. The Arizona State Land Department (ASLD) must approve the impacts to their parcel relatmg to
the master plan:

b. Westworld must approve drainage- related impacts to its facilities in general inciuding the
existing maintenance facmty crossmg of the remnant wash including mitigation of ‘adverse
impacts to the same.

BASIS OF DESIGN REPORT (WATER). With the Development Review Board submittal, the owner shall
submit a Final Basis of Design Report for Water forthe. development project in accordance with the

Design Standards and Policies Manual.

BASIS OF DESIGN REPORT (WASTEWATER). With the Development Review Board submittal, the
owner shall submit a Fina! Basis of Design Report for Wastewater for the development project in
accordance with the Design Standards and Policies Manual. ,

FAA DETERMINATION. With the Development Review Board Appllcatlon the ownershall submlt a
copy of the FAA Determination letter on the FAA FORM 7460-1 for-any proposed structures and/or
appurtenances that penetrate the 100:1 slope, The elevatlon of the highest point'of those
structures, including the appurtenances, must be detailed in the FAA form 7460-1 submittal.

Version 7- 17
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Development'PIah;

EXHIBIT A TO ATTACHMENT 4




© Cases 8-ZN-2019 & 5-AB-2019 -

Senior Living at McDowell
 Mountain Ranch

9909 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch'Road -
by

'SCW Holdings, LLP

~ Prepated by

. -Michael Leary -
Michael P. Leary LTD
10278 E. Hillery Drive:
Scottsdale, AZ 85255

- May9,2019
- Amended Julyi, 2019
Amended July 31, 2019
Amended October 4, 2019



II.  PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The development consists of single building with three floors (39’ in height along MMRR although 48’
is permitted). containing 161 units that encircle a central courtyard. The facility will have separate entrances and
drop-off areas for independent/assisted and mefnory care. The project far exceeds ordinance requirements for
total Open Space. A large triangular-area at the northeast corner of the property contains a remnant of the litile-
known Rio Verde Canal (berm) which has been reclaiméd by dense native vegetation and will be left
untouched. The building design concept will incorporate a.contemporary southiwest theme compatible with the:
existing residential areas: - La.ndscapmg w111 consist of native desert plants and prov1de a dense tree screen along:
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Remnant GLO easements are located within the interior and along the eastern and southernmost portions
of the property. A 20’ portion of the eastern GLO is being maintained. GLO easements have already been
administratively abandoned north of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road and east of 98% Street, Contrary to the
City’s current compensatlon policy, Arizona Revised Statutes provides per the abstract below the abandonment
of GLO easements “in the same manner as other easements”. Note that all other easements in the City are
abandoned administratively and Without.oompensation.

*9-500.24. ederal patent easements: city and town abandonment

A city or town, by its own. motion-or at the request of a property owner, may abandon a federa! patent
€asement established by the small tract act of 1938 that the city or town determines, after notifying and
obtaining the consent of all affected utilities, is not being used by the public or.is no longer necessary in
" the same manner as other easements are -abandoned.”
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PLANNING/DEVELOPMENT

DEVELOPMENT CONTINGENCIES Each element of this zoning case—including  density/intensity,
lot/unit placement, access and other development contingencies—may be changed as more
information becomes :available to. address public health, s’afety and welfare issues related to
drainage, open space, infrastructure and other requirements.

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD. The City Council directs the Development Review Board's attention
to: '
a. _aplanindicating the treatment.of washes and wash crossings,
~b. wall design,

¢. the type, height, design, and intensity of proposed Ilghtmg on the site, to ensure that it is
compatible with the adjacent use,

d. scenic corridors and buffered parkways,

e. improvement plans for common open space, common buildings and/or walls, and amenities
such as ramadas, landscape buffers on public and/or private property: (back-of-curb to right-
- of-way or access easement line included).

f. major stormwater management systems,

g. alterations to natural watercourses (all watercourses with a 100 year flow of 250 cfs to 749
cfs), and ‘

h. signage.

RESPONSIBILITY FOR CONSTRUCTION OF INFRASTRUCTURE. The developer shall be responsible for
all irhprove‘ments associated with the development or phase of the development and/or required
for access or service to the development or phase of the development. improvements shall include,
but not be limited to washes, storm drains, draihage structures, water" systems, sanitary sewer
systems, curbs and gutters, paving; sidewalks, streetlights, street signs, and landscaping. The
granting of zoning/use permit does not and shall not commit the city to provide any of these
improvements.

EASEMENTS DEDICATED BY PLAT. The owner shall dedicate to the city on the final plat, all
easements necessary to serve the site, in conformance with the Scottsdale Revised Code and the
'DeS|gn Standards and Policies Manual.

EASEMENTS CONVEYED BY SEPARATE iNSTRUMENT. Prior to issuance of any building permit for the
development project, each easement conveyed to the city separate from a final plat shall be
conveyed by an instrument or map of dedication subject to city staff approval, and accompanied by
a title policy in favor of the City, in conformance with the Design Standards and Policies Manual.

FEES. The construction of waterand sewer facilities necessary to serve the site shall not be in-lieu of
those fees that are applicable at the time building permits are granted. Fees shall include, but not
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be limited to the water development fee, water resources development fee, water recharge fee,
sewer development fee or development tax, water replenishment district charge, pump tax, or any
other water, sewer, or effluent fee.
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The original rezoning application was filed in May for a vacant 5-acre parcel located east of 98 Street
on the southside of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road (MMRR) from R1-35 PCD ESL (Single-family
Residential within a Planned Community District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to C-O PCD ESL
(Commercial Office within a Planned Community District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to allow a
senior care facility. Concurrent with the zoning application was a request to abandon all GLO (Government
Land Office) access easements on the property.

After filing the application City Transportation staff proposed dedicating a 30° wide right-of-way and
construction of a 600’ long and 24’ wide roadway along the eastern length of the property. Transportation
staff’s proposed roadway dedication resulted in the loss of 18,000 square feet of NAOS (Natural Area Open
Space) rfequired by ESL standards making the project severely deficient in meeting the minimum NAOS
requirement. As the property abuts WestWorld which does not have the ESL overlay zoning, an amendment to
the application was filed in August to remove the ESL overlay with the development plan remaining unchanged
including the amount and location of undisturbed and revegetated landscaping

Transportation staff has now eliminated the requirement for the roadway dedication and construction.
Consequently, the project can once again meet its NAOS requirement and allow the ESL overlay zoning to be
restored as originally proposed.

IL SITE AND SURROUNDING PROPERTIES

The site is an irregularly-shaped parcel backing up to the Bureau of Reclamation property that contains
the large CAP drainage basins and WestWorld support facilities. North of MMRR are Graythorn condominium
townhomes and Horseman’s Park single-family subdivision. East of Horseman’s Park to Thompson Peak
Parkway (TPP) are the Kota (formerly Dakota) apartments. East of the property is a vacant 4.5-acre parcel
planned for a multi-family development, a recently approved storage facility and the existing gas station at TPP.
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I0.  PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The developmeit consists of single bu1ldmg with three floors (39” in height along MMRR although 48’
is penmtted) containing 161 units that encircle a central courtyard The facility will have separate entrances and
drop-off areas for independent/assisted and memory care. The project far exceeds ordinance tequirements for
total Open Space. A large.triangular area at the northeast.corner of the property contain$ a remnant of the little-
known Rio 'Verde Canal (berm) which has been reclaimed by dénse natlve vegetation and will be left
unfouched. The building design concept will incorporate a contemporary - southwest theme compauble with the
ex1stmg,1;esldent1_a1 areas. Landscapmg..w;ll congi_lst of ,natw.e desert plants and prov1de a'dense tree screen along
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Iv. ZONING AND GENERAL.PLAN REVIEW

The property retains the County 1972 annexation R1-35 zoning (one house per acre) which was the
zoning: classification of mest of the County north of the CAP Canal. Post annexation all the suirounding
developments were rezoned to their present use. The R1-35 current zoning does NOT comply with the- City’s
General Plan “Conceptual. Land Use Map” which indicates “Office”. The “Office” designation equites to the
“Commercial Office (C-O)” zoning district which typically develops with multi-story offices that can generate a
significant amount of traffic, noise, lighting and activity. ‘A “residential health care facility” is also an allowed
use and conversely generates minimal traffic, noise, lighting, and activity. The use is. generally considéered
benign and coriipatible with both residential and non-residential areas. Furthermore, the proposed use provides
greater benefits in satlsfymg the overall General Plan’s Pohcles and Goals per Attachment A.

V. PARKING AMENDMENT

The submitted Kimley-Horn parking demand study substantiates that residential health care (congregate
care) gcnerates far fewer spaces than currently required by ordinance. Previous parking studies for other
facilities in the City have reached the same conclusion and have been the basis: for-routine approvals of . 20%
-reductions allowed at a staff level. However, those same studiés have indicated that' a significantly greater
reduction is warranted. In prior discussions with staff regarding a text amendment, significantly lower parkmg
requirements have been supported. In the absence of a text amendment the only other relief mechanism is
through the City Council. Understandably most developers avoid the lengthy public hearing process to achieve
reductions that reflect true demand. As;the proposed Senior Living at McDowell Mountain. Ranch is already in
the public hearing process,. requestmg the parking reduction is a way to farther meet many of'the stated goals of
the Genetal Plan by encouraging cnwronmentally sensitive and sustainable development that respects the desert
setting by reducing solar heat gain, minimizing impervious surfaces and runoff, and utilizing best practices for
smart development. - '

Another parking study that supports greater reductions was conducted by J2 Engineering for the Wolff
Scottsdale Senior Living facility at 8225 E. Indian Bend Road. At 159 units Scottsdale’s parking requirement is
1.25 spaces/imit (199 spaces) yet the parking study calculated 0.43 spaces/unit (68 spaces) per I[TE parking
generation ates and other Valley cities averaging-0.48 spaces/unit. (83 spaces). The subject project has 161
units and the City’s current ordinance requirement is 1.25 spaces/iinit (202 spaces). Prior to the City’s current
ratio of 1.25 spaces/unit, the zoning ordinance required a mmlmum of 0.75 Spaces/umt (119 spaces) which is
also the ratio pr0posed for the project.

VI GLO ABANDONMENT

- GLO easements weré legal mechanisms which created right-of-way to ensure future access through, and
to the interiof of, lots or parcels created by the U.S. Small Tract Act of 1938, and was enactéd in response to
requests by primarily Wotld War I Servicemen who wanted to move out in‘the desert for bealth and recreational
purposes. The Small Tract Act was the only method of making federal land available. Local counties were
enthusiastic about "getting lands on the tax: rolls", and were not concerned about iafrastructure {roads, water,
power, schools) to support such development. Small tract land patents were granted by the General Land Office
(whlch merged with the United States Grazing Service in 1946 to form the US Bureau of Land Management).
These patents transferred property owned by the U.S. government to private ownership. The parcels were
generally 5 acres in size and the Govermnment retained 33’ wide easements across the property” or along the
perimeter of the properties for roadways and public utilities to serve the patent properties.



Remnant GLO easements are located within the interior and along the eastern and southernmost portions
of the property. A 20’ portion of the eastern. GLO is being maintained. GLO éasémients have already been
administratively abandoned north of McDowell Mountain. Ranch Road and east of 98™ Street. Cortrary to the
City’s current compensation policy, Arizona Revised Statutes prov1des per-the abstract below the abandonment.
of GLQ easements “in the same manner as other easémients”. Note that all other easements in the City are

abandoned administratively and without compensation..

“9-500.24. Federal Qatent easements: city and town dhandonment

A city or town, by its own motion or at the request of a property owner, may abandon a federal patent
easement establrshed by the small tract act of 1938 that the city or town determines, after notifying and
obtaining the consent of all affected utilities, is not being used by the public or is no longer necessary in
the same manner as other easements are 'abahdoned."




Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch
5-AB-2019

ABANDONMENT NARRATIVE
Amended 11.27.19

The proposal is to abandon portions of GLO easements on vacant property on the south side of McDowell
Mountain Ranch Road (MMRR) east of 98™ Street (9895 and 9909 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road). General
Land Office Easements (also known as "government land office easements," and "GLO easements") were legal
mechanisms which created right-of-way to ensure future access through, and to the interior of, lots or parcels
created by the U.S. Small Tract Act of 1938, and was enacted in response to requests by primarily World War I
Servicemen who wanted to move out in the desert for health and recreational purposes. The Small Tract Act was
about the only method of making federal land available. Local counties were enthusiastic about "getting lands on
the tax rolls", and were not concerned about infrastructure (roads, water, power, schools) to support such
development. Small tract land patents were granted by the General Land Office (which merged with the United
States Grazing Service in 1946 to form the US Bureau of Land Management). These patents transferred property
owned by the U.. government to private ownership. The parcels were generally 5 acres in size and the

Government retained 33’ wide easements along the perimeter of the properties for roadways and public utilities.

GLO easements are routinely abandoned as development occurs as City right-of-way and utilities have been
installed elsewhere (e.g. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road and 98™ Street). The subject property has two easement

areas as shown on the graphic below.
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The proposal is to abandon the entire 66-foot-wide GLO easement in the middle of the property. Based upon
recent discussions with City Transportation staff, the proposal is also to abandon the westernmost 8 feet of the
33-foot-wide GLO easement along the east property line thereby retaining the easternmost 25 feet which
conforms to the DSPM ESL local collector standard.
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Mﬂ m@hc WUnited States of Arerica,

Tu gil ta uilpo theee preserts shall rome, Greeting:

WHEREAS, a Certificate of the Land O0fftes at Mi: m
i3 now deposited in thie Bureau of Land Msnagement whereby it appears. that full payment has been'made

by the claimant : Alﬁm Be l'l!hl’.

'pursuant to the prnvxslcms of the Act of Congress appmved June 1, 1938 (52 ‘Stat. 609), entitled “An
Act to provide for the purchase of public Jands for home and other sites,” and the'acts supplemental there-
to, for the following-described land: ' - .

13 ;ma- ajult mvuruﬂﬂn, m;sm.
Te 3 Bop Ro 5Bap
- 880e 3 10t 33

The area deacnbed contains S acres, according to the Official Plat of the Survey of the said Land,
on'filein the Bnreau of Land Management: '

NOW KNOW YE, That the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, in consideration of the premises, and
in eanfonmty with the.several Acts of Congress .in such case made and provided, HAS GIVEN AND
GRANTED .and by these pres-ts DOES GIVE AND GRANT iinto the said claimant and fo the hen's
of the said clammnt the'Tract above described ; TO HAVE AN‘D TO HOL’D the same, together w1th all
the rights, pnvilegu, immunities, and’ appurtenauces of whatsoever nature, thereunto belungmg, unto the
said elaimant  &nd to the heirs and assigns of the said claimant forever; subject o any vested and
accrued water rights for mining, agricultural, manufacturing, or other purpuses, and rights to ditches and
reservoms ‘used in connection with such water rights, as may be recognized and aclmowledged by the local
customs, laws; and decisions of courts; and there is reserved from the linds hereby granted, a nght-of-way
thereon for ditchas or canals constructed by the authority of the United States. Excepting and reserving,
slso, to the United States, all coal, oil, gas, and other mineral deposits, in the land so patentéed, together
mth the right to prospect for, mine, and remove the same according to thé: prov:s!ons of 'said Actiof June
i, 1938. This patent is subject o s right-of-way not.exceeding 55 feet in width, for roadway and ‘public
utilities purpuses,‘l:ohelocafed ssross sald land or as near a» pnm;!ubh o the ektarior
howmdariss.

Excepting and reserving, also to the United States pursuant to the provisions of the Act of August 1, 1946

" (60 Stat. 755), all uraniam, thoriom, or any other material which is of may be determined to be peculiarly
- ‘egsential to the:production of ﬁsgmnable maﬁenals, whiether or not of commercial value, together with the
right of the United States through its authorized agents or representatives at any’ hme to enter dpon the
land and prospect for, mine, and remove the same.:

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, the undersigned authorized officer of the
Bureau of Land- Management, in accordance with the provisions of
the Act of June 17, 1948 (62 Stat. 476), has, in the name of the
United -States, caused. these letters to be ma.de Patent and the:Seal
of the Bureautobe hereunbo affixed:

GIVEN under my hand, in the Distyict of Columbia, the TRENYY=

{sEAL) PIRST. day of JOLY intheyearof 6111'1.02'6 one thousand nine

hondred and FIFTY-FOUR and of thé Independence of the
United States the onehundred and ~ SEVEYWTT=-NINTH.
For the Director, Bureau of Land'Management.

S.C Hhota

Chief, Patents -. Tnit.

Patent No. _1 {-4R6HK By..

¥ 6, GOPCRRMIRT FRINTING OTPICE M--a8T84~1
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@be United States of America,

Y @ all to mhum tlun prenmtﬁ nhall tnmn, @rutm_g.

WHEREAS, 2 Certificate of the Land and Survey 0ffies at : :
is now depogited in the Bureau of Land Management, whereby it appears thnt full payment has been made

by.the claimant
Owy lafoy Grippin ,
pursuant to the:provisions of the Act of Congreéss approved June 1, 1938 (62 Stat. 609), entxtled “An

Act to provide for the purchase of public lands for hame and others:tes " and the acts supplemental there—
to, for the foIlowmg-descrlbed land;
Glle and sdt Rhu' )hr!xﬂm, Arisona,
r. 30,8, SE,

“. 5. m ‘”n

*

The area described contains 8.  acres, according.to the Official Plat of the Survey of the said:Land,
on file in the Bureau of Land Management:

NOW KNOW YE, That the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, in consideration of the premises, and
in conformity with the several Actd of CongTess in such case-made and. provided, HAS GIVEN AND
GRANTED, and'by these presents DOES GIVE AND GRANT unto'the saxd*’clmmant and to the he:rs
of the: saxd.clsuma.nt the Tract above described; TO HAVE AND TQ HOLD the dame, together with all

the rights, privileges, immunities, and appurha_nances of whatsoever nature, thereunto belongmg, untothe - A
said claimant and to the heirs and.assigns of the- sazd clalma.nb forever;. subject to any vested and - o : =
accrued water rights for.mining, agrmulhlra.l manufacturmg, o other purposes, and Fights to dltches and | . n
Treserveirs.used in connection with such water rights, as may be recoguized and H.ck:nowledged by the local . e

customs, laws, ; and declswns of courts and there is reserved from the Jands hereby g'ranted a nght-of—way . Yy
thereon for ditches or canals constructed by the authonty of the United States Excepting and’ resemng', .
also, to the United Statm, all coal oil, gas, and -other. mineral deposxts in the land so patented bogether . .
with the nght to prospéct for, mine, and remove.the same according;to the provisions of said Act of June - 5
1,1938. 'This patent is sub]ect toa nghb-of-way not exceedl'.ng 33 feetin width, for madway and pubhc ’
Utllltles purposes; to be located aeross. said land or 23 nowr a- pueumuo to the exterior . .

Exceptmg and reservmg. a}so to the Umted States, pursusnt to the provisions of the Act of August 1, 1946
(60 Stat. 766), all uraniym, thorium, or any other material which.is or may be determined to be pecuharly
-essential to the production. of. flsslonable materials, whether or not of commercxal value, | tog'ethet with’the ,

right of the United States through its:authorized agents or mpresentatwes at any time to enter upon.the
land and prospect for, mine, and remove the same.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, the undersigned authorized officer of the
Bureau of Land Management, in-accordance with the provisions of
the Act of June 17, 1948 (62 Stat. 476), has, in the name of the
) Umted States, caused these létlers to be:made Patent, and the Seal
~ " of the Bureau to be hereunto affixed.
GIVEN under miy hand, in the District of Columbia, the FLEVENTR
- [sman dayof ~ ~ MAY in'the year of our Lord one thousand nine
X @ " hundred and | PIFTYROR and of the Independence of the
. Thnited States the onehundredand SEVENTY-BIGHTH.
For the Director, Burean of Land Management.

Patent No. 1_1‘1_‘14_21 ‘ | | By gg"*—% M

voin;  Ckief, Patenls Sectum

U. 3 sovemMxrvi Fanuime oryier M- O876-1




EXHIBIT A

G.L.O. PATENT RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC
UTILIMES PURPOSES ABANDONMENT

-AN ABANDONMENT OF PORTIONS OF THE RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC UTILITIES
PURPOSES DESCRIBED WITHIN MCR DOCKET 2904, PAGE 175, PATENT NUMBER 1144421 .

LOCATED IN GOVERNMENT LOT 38. OF SECTION 5, TOWNSHIP' 3 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST OF THE
GILA AND SALT RIVER MERIDIAN, MARJCOPA ‘COUNTY ARIZONA, MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED

AS FOLLOWS:
THE. EAST 33.00 FEET OF SAID GOVERNMENT LOT 38

'EXCEPT THE SOUTH 280.00 FEET AND THE WEST 120.00 FEET THEREOF,
| AND | | |

EXCEPT ANY NORTHERLY PORTION BOUNDED BY. THE SOUTH LINE DESCRIBED IN
MCR DOCUMENT 1999-0821451. -

EXHIBIT B MADE' A PART.BY REFERENCE HEREON

5-AB-2019

ATTACHMENT 10 07/01/2019

6859 E. Rembrandt. Ave, 124 F
"\L A D C R Mesa, AZ 85212
: ' U ‘N G Ph: (480) 223:8573
‘ ) ’ landcorconsulting.com .
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EXHIBITB
LEGAL DESCRIPTION -

G.L.O. PATENT RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY .AND PUBLIC
UTILITIES PURPOSES ABANDONMENT -

T TE MCDOWELL MOUNTAIN RANGH RD,
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S S e 1
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EXHIBIT A

LEGAL. DESCRIPTION

G.LO. PATENT RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC

UTILITIES PURPOSES ABANDONMENT

AN ABANDONMENT OF PORTIONS OF THE RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC UTILITIES
PURPOSES DESCRIBED WTHIN MCR DOCKET 2397, PAGE 159, PATENT NUMBER 1145658
LOCATED IN GOVERNMENT LOT 39 OF SECTION 5, TOWNSHIP .3 NORTH,-RANGE 5 EAST OF THE
GILA, AND SALT RIVER MERIDIAN, MARICOPA COUNTY ARIZONA MORE PARHCULARLY DESCRIBED

- AS FOLLOWS:

THE SOUTH 33 00 FEET, AND WEST 33.00 FEET OF SAID GOVERNMENT LOT 39.

EXCEPT THE EAST 33.00 FEET AND .THE" SOUTH 280.00 FEET OF THE WEST 180.00 FEET

THEREOF,
AND

EXCEPT ANY NORTHERLY: PORTION BOUNDED BY THE SOUTH LINE DESCRIBED lN

MCR DOCUMENT 1999-08214351.

EXHIBIT é MADE A PART BY REFERENCE HEREON

- . 6859 E.Rervnbrandl Ave,i24
{Q LANDCOR Mesa, AZ 85212
; CONSULTING Ph: (480) 223-8573
, landcorconsulting.com
_ DATE: 9/9/18 ABANDONMENT | vom no.
SCALE: NTS E_XHIBI-T ,A ' 151_-7 :




LEGAL DESCRPTION
G.LO. PATENT RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC
UTILTIES PURPOSES ABANDONMENT
" E. MCDOWELL MOUNTAIN RANCH RD. L=170.40, ReT51 81 e _
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1:1 INTRODUCTION-

This report documents a traffic impact analysis performed for a proposed senior living facility located on
the.south side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Rqad at 99% Place in Scottsdale, Arizona. The site will
include assisted living and congregate care facility land uses and is anticipated to be built out by 2021.

1.2 REPORT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES

Kimley-Homn and Associates, Inc., has been retainéd by SCW Holdings, LLP to perform the-traffic impact
analysis for the proposed development.

The purpose of this study is to addréss fraffic and transportation impacts of the proposed development on

‘ _surroundmg streets and intersections. This traffic analysis was prepared based on criteria set forth by the

. City-of Scottsdale Transportation Impact.and Mitigation Analys:s ‘Category Il. The specific objectives of
this study are: - -

® To evaluate lane requirements on all existing roadway [|nks and: at all existing intersections within the
study area; . .

e To determine future level of service (LOS) for all existing intersections within the study area and
recommend any capacity-related improvements;

e To determine hecessary lane configurations at all hew driveways within the proposed development in
order to provide acceptable future levels of service;

‘= To evaluate the need for auxiliary lanes at all study area intersections; and

e To evaluate the need for future traffic signals. -
1.3~ PRINCIPAL FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS .

The proposed development is expected to generate 340 daily trips, with 14 trips occurring in the AM peak
hour and 31 trips occurring in the PM peak hour. To ensure that the estimate of the traffic impacts is the
maximum that can be expected, it is assumed that the site'will be 100 percent occupled upon buildout in
2021.

e The signalized intersection of Thompson Peak Parkway and McDowel! Mountain Ranch Road is
expected to operate at an acceptable level of service in 2021, with the exception of the Southbound
left-turn Iane and the eastbound thru lane in the PM peak period.

. The 'unsignalized intersection of 98" Street ‘and McDowell Mountain Ranch Road and the site
- driveways are-expected to operate at an acceptable level of service in 2021.

e It is recommended that a continuous two-way left-tumn lane be striped to provide access for the left
tuming movements into the site driveways and to maintain access to the existing private streets on
the north side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road.

SWC 990 Place and McDowell Mountain Ranch Road | Transportéﬁoﬁ Imoact and_Mitioation Analvsis
May 2019
ATTA_CHMQENT 12




¢ It is recommended that sight triangles be provided at all site access points to give drivers exiting the
site a clear view of oncoming traffic. The landscaping within sight triangles must not obstruct drivers’
views of the adjacent travel lanes. Sight distance should be provided at all street intersections and
where -driveways intersect with strests per Section 5-3.123 Part. D of City of Scottsdale Design
Standards & Policies Manual. :

ENT

20 PROPOSED DEVELOPM

2.1 SITE LOCATION

The proposed deVeIébmeht, a senior care facility, is located on the south -side.oijcDovvell‘ Mountain
Ranch Road at 99™ Place in Scottsdale, Arizona. The project location is.shown in Figure 1.

2.2 LAND USE AND SITE PLAN

"The overall development consists of an assisted living and congregate care facility. The total site area is
on approximately 5.3-acrest. Table 1 illustrates the land use of'the proposed development.

Table 1. Land Use

' The layout of the sité is illustrated in Figure 2.
2.3 - SITE ACCESSIBILITY

The site is accessed locally via McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. Regional ‘access,'isexpeqted to be
provided by the Pima Freeway (Loop 101).and by the other arterial streets.in the vicinity such as
Thompson.Peak Parkway, Bell Road and Frank Lloyd Wright Boulevard.

2.4  SITE CIRCULATION

. ' The site plan is shown in previously referenced Figure 2. The site consists of two full access driveways.
Driveway D1 is located approximately 470 feet east of 98™ Street on the south side of McDowell Mountain
Ranch Road. Driveway D2 aligns with an existing driveway on the north side of McDowell Mountain
Ranch Road. Driveway D2 is approximatély. 150 féet east of Driveway D1 and approximately 620 feet

. east of 98! Street on the, south side-of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. '

SWC 99 Place and-McDowell Mountain Ranch Road | Transportation impact and Mitigation Analysis
May 2019




Michael P. Leary, LTD

10278 E. Hillery Drive | - cell 480.991.1111
* Scottsdale, Arizonz 85255 ) michzelpleary@cox.net
DATE: - October 14,2019
TO: Dortis McClay, Scottsdale Senior Planner.
FROM: Mike Leary
RE: ZN-2019/ 5-AB-29019- szen Review Report — Senior Living at. McDowell
Mountain Ranch

Per the Citizen Review Plan, the zttached informational letters were sent to 115 interested parties and
property owners within 750° of the subject property: Additionally, neighbors irivolved in the
McDowell Mountain Commitnity Storage project located just east of the subject property wete given
advance notice of the proposal The attached “Project Under Consideration™ 51gn was erected on .
Apnl 28, 2019 announcing the Open House held on May 7,2019.

Prior to the Open House a Hotseman’s Park: resident (involved in the storage zoning casé and one of
the parties who received our advance notice of this application) contacted us .concemed about 2 3-
-story building height being out of character with the area. The senior living use was not an issue. Per
the attached string of emails our response has been the following: the building height would not
appear 2s tall based upon the site being several féet lower than the homes on the north side of
MMMRR; the building being lowered 2s much 2s possible into the site; the building being over 200
from the nearest Horsetnan’s Park home; the approved storage building behind the Superpurmper
station being 3-stories and 34’ in height; the partial screening of the building by preserving the Verde
Canal; the likelihood of the vacant site to the east being developed as multi-family project up'to 3-
stodes and 36’ in height; and our proposed 3-story building being just 39" tall and not the 48 allowed
by ordinance. ‘ ‘ '

The day before the Open House a slew of NEXTDOOR‘p'os‘dngs_ was spurred by the City’s incorrect
online posﬁng that our request was.a Major General Plan amendment. There is NO General Plan
Amendment - Major or Minor - as the request conforms to the General Plan. We posted the City’s
correction but postings continued;nonetheless and included concems about the lack of need for senior
housing, poor building quality, traffic impact on the TPP/MMRR intersection, seniozs not being able
to cross the intersection, noise emanating from WestWorld, building within 2 flood plain, strangers
from all walks of life staffing the facility, and the City granting a zoning variance without getting
exactions from the developer. There were also two individuals posting support of the project and
countering some of the expressed concetns. We made seven replies addressing the substantive

ATTACHMENT 13



comments and reposted the cotrected City notification letter that previously went out to property
owners within 750 of the project. Due to the discussion sliding into unrelated inatters and incivility,
we asked that any other comments/questions/concern be handled directly with us via phone, email
or in person. The string of postings is also attached, and we have not had any stibsequent-coﬂtact ot
postings.

Apprommately 20 people attended the May 7th Open House which included members of the MMR.
Board of Directors. Typical questions included details of the project’s use, building height, ‘building
design, access, lighting, and traffic. We wete encouraged by the tone and demeanor of the attendees
and believe that the concern expressed about the project’s petceived building height will be mitigated.

- The July-August issue of the. McDowell Mountain Ranch Newsletter included a cover article on the
proposed multi-family project on the adjoining property and incorrectly stated that our project was
proposed at 48°. The actual height is 39’ fronting MMRR. Correction of the building height was
included the _S‘éptember«October newsletter: '

After filing application, informational letters were sent: again to the same interested parties and
propetty-owners within 750’ of the subject property describing the change in the zoning request to
temove the ESL overlay due to Transportation staff tequiring a 30° dedication for a roadway along
the eastern portion of the site for a distance of 600°. As a result of the dedication tequirement, the
project lost 1/3 of its NAOS area to the 30° dedication which necessitated removing the ESL oveilay.
As before we did not receive any neighborhood opposition as the pr'oject‘itself'i:emains unchanged.

In March objections by Mr. Craig Jackson of Barrett-Jackson were.rhade thru his consultant Mr. Jason
Rose. Mr..Rose stated that Mr. Jackson was adamantly opposed to the project due to incompatibility
with WestWotld operations. Mr: Rose also stated that the City was planning to acquire the subject
and adjoining Thomas property as part of the Bond approval. Our offer to meet with Mr. Jackson
wis declined. ‘Fwo days before the September 25 Planning Commission hearing, Mx. Jackson sent a
letter to the Planning. Commission requesting continuance or denial. We spoke again with Mr. Rose
whio stated that should the case be.approved by the City Council, a referendum would be filed. Once
again our offer to.meet'with Mr. Jackson was declined. At the Planning Coromission hearing, there
were 0o fesidents in opposition. However M. Rose spoke and berated the presentation, the project,
the legitimacy of proposed development and thie prospect of 161 mofe tesidents complaining about
WestWorld operations. Planning Commissioneérs expressed support for the senior-care use but voiced.
concerns about removing the ESL overlay. Consequently, the Commission voted t6 continue the
case: As a continuance would result in the City Council hearing after-the scheduled closing date; the
Comimission was requested to reconsider the continuance and vote-instead for denial so thatthe case
could be heard by City Council without delay. TheCommiss'ion agreed to send the case to the City
Council with a recommendation for denial - as we had requested.



After the Planning Cotnniission hearing we. met with' City staff and the tequirement for the 30>
dedication was eliminated allowing us to amend the application back to what was originally submitted.
We again sent out letters to residents and interested parties that the application was back to the original
submittal with the ESL overlay. As before we received no response.

Attached are the following:

: map showing the area of notification

: list of property owners and interested parties

i lefter to propcrty.owﬁers and interested patties

: Community Input Certification

: émail exchanges with Horseman’s Park residents
: NEXTDOOR postings

:.Open House:attendees



Michael P. Leary, LTD

10278 E. Hillery Drive cell (480) 991-1111
Scattsdale, Atizona 85255 michaelpleary@cox. net
DATE: - o&obc:,s, 2019

TO:  Neighboring Property Owners and Interested Parties

FROM: - "Mike Leary, Development Consultant

RE: N Sénioz megat McDowell Mountain Ranch —amendment #2- to rezoding and abﬁndbﬁment'réquests-

An inifial letter explaining the request to rezone the subject property in conformance with the City’s Comprehensive
General Plan for a senior.care facility was mmailed to you back in late April The formal rezoning and abandonment of excess
easements were formerly filed in May. A second mailing was seat in August to-amend the application solely to remove the ESL
(Environmentally Sensitive Lands) overay district due to a City staff proposed dedication of street sight-of-way and construction
of a roadway along our east propetty line from MeDowell Mouritain Ranch Road a distance of 600° to 2 parcel south of the
property. City Transportation staff have relented on the dedication and construction of a roadway which has 2llowed us to go
back to the otginal ESL rezoning and easement abandonment request

Despite these amendments, thére has been NO CHANGE SINCE THE ORIGINAL APPLICATION TO THE
DEVELOPMENT PLAN, THE AMOUNT OF UNDISTURBED (eg. the old Verde Canal) AREAS OR OTHER
REVEGETATED AREAS 25 shown below: ,
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If you should have any questions, please contact me at your convenience. You may also contact City of Scottsdale Senior Planner

Doris McClay who is assigned to this project and can be reached at 480.312.4214 and dmcclay(@scotisdaleaz.gov. Qur case
number is 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019. Thank you! ML



Michgel» P. Leary, LTD

10278 E. HxlleryDnve - : o cell 480.991.1111

Scottsdale, Arizona 85255 = | michaelpleary@cox.net

DATE:  August 1"4',:2019»

TO: "~ Dods McClay, Scottsdale Seni » er

FROM: ~ Mike Leaty |

RE: 8-ZN-2019/5-AB-29019 Updated Citizen' Review Report ~ Senior Lmng at
,McDowe.!l Mouritain Ranch :

* Pet the szen Review Pla.n, the attached mfox:matlonal letters were sent to 115 interested parues and
propetty owners within 750’ of the subject property. Additionally, parties involved in the McDowell
- Mountzin Community Storage project located just east of the subject propetty wete given advance

* notice of the proposal. The attached “Project Under Consideration” sign was etected on April 28,

2019 announcing the Ope.n House held on May 7, 2019,

Prior to the Open House a Horseman s Park resident (mvolved in the storage zoning case and one of
the parties who teceived our advance notice of this application) contacted us concernied: about. 43-
_stoty building height being out of character with the atea. The senior living use was.not an issue. Per
the attached string of emails our response h:gs been the following: the bu.ildmg he:ght would not
appear as tall based upon the site being severdl feet lower than the homes on the north side of
MMMRR; the building being lowered 2s much-as possible into the sité; the building being over 200°
£rom the neatest Horseman’s Park home; the approved storage building behind the Superpumper
station being 3-stories and 34’ in height; the partial screening of the building by presexving the Verde
*Canal; the likelihood of the vacant site to the éast being developed as multi-family project up to 3-

stories and 36’ in height; and our proposed,3-story buﬂdmg ‘being just. 39 tall and not the 48’ allowed

by ordmance

The .dayabefore the Open House a slew of NEXTDOQOR :postings was sputred by the City’s incorrect

online posting that our request was 2 Major General Plan amendment. There is NO Genéral Plan.

Amendment - Major ot Minor - as the request conforms to the General Plan. We posted. the City’s
cotrection but postings continued nonetheless and included concesns about the fack of need fot senior
housing, poor building quality, traffic irapact on the TPP/MMRR intersection, seniors not being able
to cross the intersection, noise ermanating from WestWorld, building within a flood plain, strangers
from all walks of life staffing the facility, and the City granting a zoning vatiance without getting

exactions from the developer. There wete also two individuals posting suppott of the project and
countering some of the expressed concems. We made seven replies addressing the substantive’



comments and reposted the corrected City notification lefter that previously went out to property
owners within 750’ of the project. Due to the discussion sliding into unrelated ‘matters and incivility,
we asked. that.any other comments/questions/concemn be handled directly with us via phone, email
ot in person. The string of postings is also attached, and we have not had any subsequent contact ot

postings.

Approximately 20 people attended the May 7th Open House which included members of the MMR
Board of Directots. ‘Typical questions included details of the project’s use, building height, building
design, access, lighting; and traffic. We wete encouraged by the tone and defneanor of the attendees
and believe that the concern expressed about the project’s perceived building height will be mitigated.

The ]illy-;August issue of the McDowell Mountairi Rarich Newsletter included a cover article on the
~ proposed multi-family project on the adjoining property and incorfectly stated that our project was
proposed at 48°. The actual proposed height is 39. We notified the Newsletter publisher and
requested a cotrection on next issue. ‘

" Aletrer expla:mng the modification to the applicaﬁon by removal of ESL oﬁerl_ay zoning was mailed
out to the same 750’ property owners and interested parties as the initial notification letter per the
attached:. ' ‘ '

We.are.continuing discussions with the Horseman’s Patk resident and will continue to encourage and
respond to questions/cominents/concerns throughout the entire'puiblic hearing process. The Citizen
Review Report will be updated as needed priot to the Planning Comimission and City Council hearings:

Attachments
+Maprshowing thearea of notification :
: List of property owners' with the notification atea and mtetested parties
: Letter to property owners and interested parties
: Affidavit of posting - -
: Community Input Certification
: Email exchanges with Horseman’s Patk residents
: NEXTDOOR postings
: Open House attendees ‘
: Lettet to-property ownets within the notification area.and interested parties
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Michael P. Leary, LTD

10278 E. Hillery Drive - o | | Cell 480) 991-1111,
Scottsdale, Arizona 85255 ' - ‘ miichaelpleary@cox.net

DATE: April 26, 2019

TO: ,Ne;i'ghbo::'ing Property Owners and Interested Parties
FROM: Mike Léary, Dcve.ldpmentl_.,Con'sultant'
RE: Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

A seior care facility comprising independent living, assisted living and memoty care is proposed on S-acre :
vacant property on the south side of McDowell Mountalﬁ Ranch Road.-jusji west of 99t Place. The site backs
up to the blighted Bureau of Reclamation propety that coritains the large drainage basiris and WestWorld
_support facilities. Assuch the proposed. developmmtmll provide a buffer for the residential developments
notth of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road and the existing and future “facilities/activities within the Buteau

property. Enclosed is.our preliminary site plan and conccptual building design.

Historically, the property retains the County 1972 annexauon R1-35 zoning (onc house per acre) which was
~ the zoning classification-of most of the County north of the CAP Canal. Post anne.muon -all the surrounding
developments that now exist were subsequently rezoned. The current zoning _dc_)es NOT comply with the
enclosed City’s Genetal Plan “Conceptual Land Use Map” which indicates “Office”. The “Office”
designation eguates to the “Commercial Office (C-O)” zoning district which typically develops with multi-
story offices. that can genemate a significant amount of traffic; noise, lighting and activity. However, a

“tesidential health care facility” is also an allowed usé and generates convessely £ mmn:nal traffic, noise, lighting,
and activity. ‘The use is generally considered bemgn and compauble with both résidential and non-pesidential

areas. Common questions Wlnch are rmsed w1th rczonmg requests and this use specifically ate:

Can the City Council restrict the use of the, pmpﬁy : jm*t the semior living faalty? Although the legal answer is
governing bodies ate precluded ‘from: hmmng fézonings to specific uses, the City achieves that goal by
stipulating conformance to specific devclopment ‘plans which by theit nature are use—spemﬁc and not
convertible to other uses. If the supulated development plans were subsequently proposed to be altered, an
amendment would be required fo go through the satne Planning Commission and City Council public hcanng

process.

Will dmlopment adbere to the “dark sky” poliy? Yes, lighting will be limited in numbet, lumen; and locauon to
minimize total light emanation. Lightiag lel also be tightly controlled along the street frontage to preclude
off:site light spill.

Wil ambulances be using sirens to t_ra@oﬁ residents? The faci_]ity does not provide nursing cate and the residents
are ambulatory. As 2 matter of policy and practice, ambulances do not utlize sirens in residential areas:



As an interested party ot property owner within 750’ of the property, you are teceiving this notification as
part of the City’s-Public OQutreach and Input process. Accordingly, we are also hosting-an “Open House”
from 6:00 i pm to 7:30' pm on 'I‘uesday May 7th at the McDoweH Center located at 161 16 N. McDowell

Mountzm Ranch Rd. Scottsdale AZ 85255

We hope to subsequently ﬁle a formal apphcauon w1th the Clty to changc the zonmg ftom R1-35 PCD ESL
(Smgle-fzmﬂy Rcmdmual mthm a Planned Commumty District in. Enmonmmtally Sensmve Lands) toC= .
O PED BSL (Comme:cml Ofﬁce within 2 Planned Comiranity District in. Envuonmenta]ly Smsn:tvc Lands) _
© to allow’ the: proposed semoz Jving developmmt. Immediately afte.t filling the. apphcauon, you wﬂl be
rccetvmg a postcard &om the C1ty noufymg you of the apphcatlon submlttal. Co T

If you should havc any qucsuons plcase commct me at your convenience. - You: may ‘also contatt Clty of
Scottsdale Secuor Planner Dotis, McClay who is assigned to this project. and can be reached at 480 312. 4214'
a.nd dmccla'u ' scottsdaleaz 0V; Out ptehmmary apphcanon case number | is- 99-PA—2019 T

Thank youl ML ,

enclosire
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Email exchanges: with erfseman’s P'ar'k.neig'hbors thru 05.07.19

From: Ed Grant IV <egrant4@simaz.coms

Sent: Tuesday, May 7, 2019 411 PM

To:mike leary :

Ce: mafoster272@gmail.com; eric.e.bjorkman@intel. com, cthorpe@nghthonda com; McClay, Doris
Subject: Re: Proposed Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

Thanks Mike. Wé’ll see you at the opén house tonigﬁtiand can disCu.r.s-further.

' We would appreciate your client preparing an exhibit of showmg how the proposed development will
impact the southern view corridor from the homes that back to.MMR Road. Craag Thorpe {on this e-
mall) OWRs. one of those homes for reference in the past; they’ve taken the vantage point of a 5 foot

compar:son to Kota again, | would offer thati is dlfferent g:ven that Kota fronts TPP. l’II check the streets
map,.but | beheve TPP is.a Minor Artenal and MMR is just a collector

As for the Avondaie comment, I'm not-sure what else:to tell you. | Iooked at another propetty todayin
Glendale and observed the same phenomenon. {GP designation is high-density residential, zoning is for
retail.and industrial.) Again, it's a tactic utilized by the City generally to make sure that the developer
integrates with what surrounds the area.

Seez_you later this évening.

Ed A

From: mike leary <outlook 59CA1EDEDI7AAFFC@outIook com>on behalf of mike Ieary

' <mschaelpleary@ cox.net> .

Date: Tuesday, May 7, 20_19 at 3:04 PM

To: Ed Grant <egrant4@simaz.com>

Ce: "mafoster272@gmail.com” <mafostér272@gmail.com>, "eric.e.bjorkman@intel.com”
<eric.e.bjorkman@intet.com>, "cthorpe@righthonda.com” <cthorpe@ nghthonda com>

"McClay, Doris". <DMcCIay@scottsdaieaz gov>
Subject Re: Proposed Senior Lavung at McDoweH Mountam Ranch

Ed and Eric agam I'm sonry tbztI couldn t g:et back to. yvn zmmedzately but here's some
scoop T found,

As to the building height, the preliminary plans show a height afaround 40’ but the
building is lower than the adjoining street. Asthe site is sloping south away from the street,
the building finish fAvor-elevation (FFE) will be approximately 10" below the FFE of the
townhomes (actually condos). Thar 10’ differential should lower the perceived height
substantizlly. By contrast the Kota apartments are 32' 6" in height and like Horseman's
Park and Graythorn may appear taller as they are.on the high side of the slope. From a top-
of-building elevation standpoint, the project should eaa' up lower than KOTA - one of the
benefits of being on the. Iow side of a slope. ,



On the annexation, geez I woild think Avondale bas a problem by down-zoning property
withour property owner permission. I believe it's in conflict with Arizona State Statutes .
which preciudes the diminishment of value without compensation. learI do know 1s when

Scottsdale annexed County, pmpemes in the 70's and 80's when I was a CztyPIamer, the
comparable Scottsdale zanmg designation was used exclusively - no up-zoning or down-

zoning, ..
Hope this helps. ML

From: Ed Grant IV <egrant4@simaz.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May, 1, 2019 8:21 PM

To: mike leary : ’

Cci mafoster272@gmail.com; eric.e. bjorkman@mtei com; cthorpe@rlghthonda com; McClay, Doris
Subject: Re: Proposed Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch o .

Thanks Mike. Please‘-‘see-bélow in biue.
.

From: mike leary <outlook 59CA1EDEDl7AAFFC@outIook com> on behalf of mlke ieary

<michaelpleary@cox.net>

Date: Monday, April 29, 2019 at 12:54 PM _

To: Ed Grant <egrant4@simaz.com>, mike leary <michaelpleary@cox.net>

Cc: "mafosterZ?Z@gmall com" <mafoster272@gmail.com>, "eric.e. bjorkman@lntel com”
<eric.e.bjorkman@intel.coms>, "cthorpe@righthonda,com <cthorpe@r|ghthonda com>,
"McClay, Doris" <DMcClay@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Subject: Re: Proposed Senior Living at’ McDowell Mountain Ranch

Ed thanks for the qmck reply

1 The buailding is indeed tlmee floors and the pezmm‘ed bezgﬁt by:ngt is 48’ but wotild
expect the building height to be several fect Jower. :Also; the grade on the northside of -
MMR is higher than the south, I'm not sare that the character of the area is well-defined
with the mix of one-siory townhormes; one-and two-story single:family residences and two-
story apartments. The storage facility was apptoved withi both two-story and three-story
components. The rendering is concept at this stage and the design hasn't been fleshed out

" as of yet | respectfully disagree with you .the cliaracter is' actudlly quite well-defined. Propert:y ‘
that fronts- TPP:and'the gas station has thé height, and what'§west-of thit- does not. Is*addition, the

storage facility does nt hiave people }mng in thie t0p .of the fauhty “this facility will have that And -

to your point-osi defining the mixify the-aréd, an out—of-place Building:(m terftis of height) would™
definé this area in a:manner that's iriconsistent with existing cofiditions: 'm sorry, but thisis =
something I'm going to have {6 insist &n at-ﬂns point for me to Support the pm]ect Lookmg
forward to discussing futther. : !

o 1



2. Past annexations in Scottsdale and elsewhere incorporated County zoning to the nearest
city classification for pure simplicity. City Land Use Plans were then subsequently
developed and the basis for granting changes in land use, More of a 1-2-3- process. We are
willing and expect tight stips that reflect what we are proposing. Like the storage facility; .
we keep our word. I'tn dealing with an annexation in Avondale now whefe the City iritentionally
gave an undeying zoning classification that conflicts with the GP designation in order t6 force the
. developer to play ball with the City. This is generally done to ensure that the City gets what they

Wzmt, and it’s something;that fits with the surroundlng area. .

e 3. We c:learly belzeve that the proposed use will be more compatzble and zcceptab]e
to the residents than office or other C-O permitted uses. The parcel in between
George Bell's storage facility and.ours has been separately owned for decades bythe
Thomas family. There have been discissions. about development of their property,
but I haven't seen anything yet. The Thomas property and our property will the last

parcels to develap on MMRR and I think in the general area. Hexgh‘fs densmes ete..

being-equal, I agree with you. .

e Weare constandy looking for ways to mmgzte ﬁoten&al neighborbood |
conceims. The original plan had our main dﬂvewayalzgned with your entry 4t 99tk
Place to compzy with the Cny"s cb:veway 6pacmg and zbgnment mtezm We have

n‘rere will be Iss tratlic aammg from the small TH project than Homemm s
Park. This cbange is subject to Transportation Depzrtment review which we
be.heve tbey’Il support; Understood. -

From: Ed Grant IV <egrant_4@sirhaz.‘qom’>
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2019 8:59 AM

To: mike'leary
Ce: mafoster272@gmail.com; eric.e.bjorkman@intel.com; cthorpe@nghthonda com; McClay, Dans

‘Subject' Re::Proposed Senjor Lrvrng at McDowell Mountam Ranch-

Thanks Mike. Really appreciate the heads up. | had heard through the grapevme this was coming, so we
apprecsate bemg engaged early on-in the process to discuss.

A few »questloqs/thoughts for you...

1. What's the permitted’height by right? Renderings look to be 3 stories-ish, which is way out of
character for the area. ‘Please confirm if you would.

2. | see your mention of the undérlying zoning not complying with the GP map, but, as you know,
that's a tactic cities frequently employ at annexation to force a GP-and/or rezoning. As was the
case with the storage facility; we’ll look for tight stips.and a site plan that conforms with what
we’re told wili develop.

3. Notw:thstandmg the height comment: above, the proposed use would seemingly be:more
compatible than office. Does ydur owner own the parcel west and in between the storage



facility and this? | think it's the same appltcant as the Storage facnhty, no? Any plans for the
donut hole in betwéen?

Thanks Mike!

Ed

From: mike leary <outlook_S9CA1EDED17AAFFC@outloock.com> an behalf of mike leary
<michaelpleary@cox.net>

Date: Saturday, April 27,2019 at 6:26 PM

To: Ed Grant <egrant4@51maz com>

Ce: "mafosterZ?Z@gmall com" <mafcster272@gma|l com> "EF!C e. bjorkman@lnte! com”
<eric.e.bjorkman@intel, com> “cthorpe@nghthonda com" <cthorpe@rlghthonda com>
Subject: Pmposed Senior meg at McDowell Mountam Ranch :

I{x Ed! Ijust want to rezcb out dzrect{y fo you and. your netgbbo:s' regardmg anatber pra;ect
consulzmg on ]ust down:the. street. ﬁ'om the McDode Mauntam storage

.....

owners wztbm 750" (dzar mchtdes yan folks). The pm;ecns soutbwest o!' your subdmszon
and bebmd the Verde C‘anal berm that has all the overgrovm vegemuon I'm not sure whiat,
if any, pomons of the pta]ect WJH be eved wab!e from HP Per the letter,. tbe use has
exﬂcme!ylow:mpam on the tiuags n‘mtmazmr to remdmts e.g. traﬂiq noise, activities and
lighting. So far, we have staff’ suppan‘ for tbc pra;ect and we're ﬁopmg to build upon that
support with positive results from our publlc outreach efforts. ,

Ed, if you or your netgﬁbors have any questions/comments/concerns, p!ease feel free to
contact me at any time. I'm just one-mile from away : ).

Thanks again! ML



NEXTDOOR POSTINGS May 7th THRU May oth
Befty Janik

Wmdgate Ranchaz

OPEN HOUSE FOR MAJOR GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT & REZONING May
7 @ 6pm

Th:s is.a very blg request from SENIOR LIVING AT MCDOWELL MT'RANCH for general plan
amendment and rezoning near MMRR and 95th Place: ‘your neighborhood. itis-on a $ acre site. BE

" INFORMED BY ATTENDING THE OPEN HOUSE Tuesday - tomorrow - MAY 7 at 6-7:30 pm LOCATION.
of OPEN HOUSE McDowell Center 16116 N McDowell Mountain Ranch RD

2d ago - :I'T’n'eighb‘omoods- in General

Jason Alexander

, McDowesll Mountain Ranch South-2d ago
1 am planning to attend, but juggling with kids' activities. | have $everal concems with the project First
and foremost, the upzoning. They are asking for three stories, but that-would be unlike-any of the
surrounding residences which are all.1 story homes or2 story apartments Also, what will they do o
improve the nelghborhood? I'have crossed Thompson Peak from the gas station to the lerary complex
many times on foot and bike, cars are constantly turning right-on red from MMR Road, with-very littie -
concem for pedestrians in the crosswalk. Walkability to the library and aquatic center will be a big draw
for the residents but the idea of a slower senior having to cross. Thompéon Peak while amdous dn‘v’eté
aré trymg to rush though...seems a death waiting to happen We.dont let the-kids do it wrthoui a crossing
guard, and that doesnt always ;provide enough protection from hurried drivers. There-are no crosswalks
from the Senior Living Faciiity further west connecting i with 88th' Street. Again, | see'someone potentlally

get hit.

Jennifer Vallette - .

, MeDowell Mountain Ranch North:2d ago )
My question is, as with all the other family housing bemg built in the. specﬂ‘ c area. Why would senior
housing be so close to-a fajor entertainment and ‘event venue? When I'm retired: or in assisted living |
doh't think I'd want loud evening and daytime music, announcers, car show sounds, etc. It just seems so
random that they would consider this. : :

Michael Leary

, ‘MicDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago
Betty, I'm the applicant for the senior iving facility proposed on the south side of MMRR west of 99th
Place The City miss-posted on its P&Z website that the zoning request was for a Major Plan Amendment
- it is NOT! To the contrary, the rezoning CONFORMS with the General Plan.and the current zoning does
not. See below: From: McClay, Doris <DMcClay@scottsdaleaz. gov> Sent: Monday, May’ 6,‘ 2018 8:42 AM
To: mike leary Subject: RE: Senior Living MMR - wrong Open House notice on City website Hi Mike Sorry
for the error, We are sending out a revised P&Z with the correct information. "Applicant-based open
house for a rezoning case located at 9908 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road Tuesday, May 7 6-7:30 ‘



p.m. The McDowell Center. 16116 N. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road Apprcant contact; Mike-Leary
480-991-1111 michaelpleary@cox.net"

Jason, thanks for planning on atiending. Per the letter | previously sent, the request is to Zone the
propeity from the 1972 County annexation Zoning to the classification that.conforms with the City's
General Plan. This is-not a Major or Minoi-Generat Plan amendmeni - the request conforms with the GP.
['ve checked City records and the Kota apariments are 32'5" in height and we're proposing & height in the
40" range. The exact height hasn't been detérmined but the site is downhill fromi‘properties on the
northside MMRR which would lower the perceived height of the building. | live in MMR and llke you | have
crossed TPP with great trepidation but the probiem applles to all ages. However offsite i issues hke these '
are not thé responsibility of project that don't exasperate éxisting problems. Providing a: sndewalk argd
crosswalk to 98th Street is the resbonsibility of the City.as'the adjoinin‘g propertiesare‘ part of WestWorld.

Jennifer, the project is unlquely iocated. The mfrequent Westworld major events (e 0. Barreﬁ—Jackson)
are over a ‘1/2 mile away. The WestWorld 40-acre stormwater detention basins are’ immediately opposite
the-property and pose no negative impact.on the propased use. I previously posted the letter that was
sent out to nearby properties and am posting again below for whoever might be interested. I'm sorry but
‘this site isn't letfing paste the site plan and pers_pective of the project.

Michael P. Leary, LTD 10278 E. Hillery Drive cell (480) 991-1111 Scottsdaie Arizona 85255
mlchaelpleary@ooxnet

DATE: Apnl 286, 2019
TO: Neighboring: Property Owners and Interested Pames
- FROM: Mike Leary, Development Consultart ﬁéiSeﬁiOr Living at McDoweli Mountain Ranch

A senior-care facility comprising independent living, assisted living and memory care is proposed on a 5-
acre vacant property on the south side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road just west of 99th Place. The
site backs up to the blighted Bureau of Reclamation property that contains the large drainage basins and
WestWorld support facilities. As such the proposed development will provide a buffer for the residential
deveiopments north of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road and the existing and future facilities/activities
within the Bureau property: Enclosed is our prefiminary site plan and conceptudl building desigh.
Historically, the property retains the County 1972 annexation R1-35 zoning (one house per acre) which
was:the zoning classification of most of the County. north of the CAP Canal. Post aninexation-all the -
surrounding developments that now exist were subsequently rezoned. The current:zoning-does NOT
comply with the enclosed City’s. General Plan “Conceptual Land Use Map" which indicates “Office®. The
“Office” designation equates 1o the *Commercial Office (C-0)° zoning district which typically develops with
multi-story offices that can generate.a significant.amount of traffic, noise, lighting and activity. However, .a.
“residential health care fat:il‘rty"'is also an-allowed use and generates conversely minimal traffic, noise,
lighting, and activity. The use is.generally consideréd benign and compa’uble with both residential and

non- resﬁen'ual areas

Common questrons whnch are raised with rezomng requests and this use specifically are:

Can the City Council re_stric_t:t'he Use of the property to just the senior living facility? Although the legal
answer is.goveming bodies aré precluded from limiting rezonings to specific uses, the City achieves that



goal by stipulating conformance to spécific development plans which by their nature are use-specific and
not convertibie to other uses. If the stipulated development plans were subsequently proposed to be
altered, an amendment would be required to go through the same Planning Commission and City Coungcil -
public hearing process.

Will development. adhere to the “dark sky” policy?. Yeé Iighﬁng will be limited in n'urﬁbe“r iumeﬁ and
location to minimize total light emariation.. nghtlng WIII also be tlghtly controlled along the street frontage
to preclude off-site light spill. -

Will ambu!ances be using sirens to transport residents? The facility: does not prowde nursing care and the
residents are ambulatory. As a matter of policy and prac:trce ambulances do not utilize sirens in
residential areas. '

As an interested party or property owner within 750' of the properiy, you are receiving this notification as
part of the City's Public Outreach and Input process. Accordingly, we are aiso hosting an “Open House? .
from 6:00 pmto 7:30 pm on Tuesday May 7th atthe McDowell Center-iocated at 16116 N. McDowell
Mountain Ranch Rd., Scottsdale, AZ 85255. We hope to subsequently file a formal application with:the
City to change the zoning from R1-35 PCD ESL (Single-family Residential within a Planned Community
District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to C-O PCD ESL (Commercial Office within a Planned ‘
Community District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) fo alfow the proposed senior living: deveiopmerrt.
immediately after filing the application, you will be receiving a postcald from the Clty notifymg you of the
application submittal.

If you should have any questions, please contact me at your convenience. You may also contact City of
Scottsdale Senior Planner Doris McClay who is assigned to this project and can be reéached at
480.312.4214 and dmcclay@scotisdaleaz.gov. Our prehmmary application case number is 99-PA-2018.
Thank you! ML Enclosure . -

D
L)

Jennifer Vallette
, McDowell Mountain Ranch North-1d égo
@MnchaeI-Thank you for the response but I've lived here since 2003 and | can promise you it's a bit more -
than Barmrett. The annual Polo Party, Good Guys car Shows; Bike Week, numerous horse shows and
rodeos, RV Shows, Beachfest, Fourth of July, the Shrine Circus, and MANY other large events create
noise levels that anyene living that ciose will hear. It's on their evenit calendars and _grbwing«e\(ery year.

Joseph Chaphk

» McDowelt Mountain Ranch South-1d ago ‘
What is wrong with the Senior Living Genter at FLW and 100th? Looks i:ke a ﬁne building. Is it fully -
occupied and is there a strong need for another facility so close as proposed?

Michael Leary )
, MicDowell. Mourntain Ranch South-1d 4go



Joseph my. understanding is.that Beimont project is indeed full which confirms what our marketing study
has concluded --our area is considerably underserved and the reason why this project i$ being proposed.

Hope this helps

Michael Leary
, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago
Jennrfer yes there are several venues that occur at WestWorid but primarily on the westemn-end of the

fadility. Senior fiving basically occurs within the building so any noise that may emanate from WestWarid
is.not viewed as a problem [ike it might be for single-family resjdents.

John Rowion
McDowell Mouniain Ranch South- 1d ago
Bu;ic_llng another facmty in the Reata Wash?

Michael Leary
NMcDowell Motintain Ranch South 1d ago-

John thankfully we're not in lt,! )

John Rowton
. McDowesll Mountain Ranch South-1d ago
The proposed senior center would be in it. A bunch of senijors in a flood plain- what could go wrong?

Michael Leary

McDoweil Mountain Ranch South-1d ago-
John if'you give me-call at 480.931 1111 or email me at michaélpleary@cox.net with your contact info
and 1 can provide you a Maricopa County Fiood Control Map of the property showing it's not within any
100-year floodplain. It's high and dry'. 2)

John Rowton

» McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago

It is in.Zone A.on the city suppliéd map. Southeast of there is what | like to calt Lake Westworld. i walk
that way 3 or 4 times a week for the last ten years. If you look at the condos, townhouses of'what ever
they are building at 98th and McDowell- you.will see what they did to try to avoid any ﬂoodmg that now

makes Lake Westworld possibie.

' John Rowton
, McDowell Mountain Ranch South: 1d ago
| meant southwest of the proposed site-is the iocation of Lake Westworld,

Wichael Leary
, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago
John | know folks who call it "Mosquito Lake" although the City and State swear that there have never

beer larvae in theirtésting. But i don't know about you, but for the last couple of years I've been having



mosquitoes outside and inside my Discovery Canyon home. | also. had mosquiioes-when playing at
Horizor Park. You probably noticed that the City hias-been draining the lake with a portable pump that
dumps into a sewer manhole. There supposedly are 7 drywelis to drain the basins:but they are

" undoubtedly unabie 1o deal with all the sift that piugs them up.

A

Y

John Rowton

, McDowell Mountain Ranch South:1d ago
There is a cement trail that leads from Horizon Park down to WestWorId Just north of McDowell it was
destroyed - looks fike water flowtook it down years ago. Just saying- the odds of a real bad fiood down
there are slim but !t is not worth the risk wuth semors involved. FWIW | am over 70

Diane Drell

, McDowell Mountain: Ranch South-Edited 1d ago _ :
‘I have some. comments — can't make the meetmg What will this praposed facmty do'to ingress and
egress on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road, Thompson Peak and Bell Rd.? Clearly, we have enough
traffic in this area now and at cerfain hours, itis very heavy traffic. Also employees that work af these
types of faczhhes have a high tum-over rate. Therefore we would be a!lowmg ail kinds of strangers from
all walks of life into this area on two or three shifts a day. Michael Leary, You alluded to Belmont Village. |
know a Jot. about Belmont Village from the inoeptuon of when they‘were developing it, then buulding it and
when It was mmally up and running. it is very cheap:construction and it took a long time to fill upthat - .~
place. There is in-the-wall air cond:tiomng units.in each- -apartment. That is just plain hokey and chéap! !s
this proposed facility going to be similar to- Beimont Viliage where a bunch of investors buy-m mmally and
at some pomt resell it to other owners? The.réndering of the butldmg that was sent fo us-through the
McDowell. Mountaln Ranch HOA shows asimilar drawmg to Belmont Village which | find:very mterestlng
Any oonnect»on to the developer and ongmal investors of Belmont Village? Mayor Lane welcomed
Belmont Village with open arms and cut the ribbon at the Grand COpening. Is he going to be asked to
attend this Grand Opening here too... should this go through? '

Adam Johinson

., DC RANCH/Sitvereaf-1d. ago
As someone what works in the real estate side of senior care, senior living and memory care, the valley
has a large shortage of inventory. With baby boomers getting older, to the tune of 10,000 a day hitting

- retirement qualifications ) think this development is well position and needed. A few years ago |-Soid a
Senior Living deal off of FLW and Lia Linda, 155-units. Very high end, they have a very Iong waitlist now
days. | would encourage people on here to take-a jook.at some senior fiving communities. | think people
get.confused with senior living verses nursung home of days goné past. 1 think’ having Westworld nearby
will be a major pull and selling feature.. All the events Westworld has are geared to those with disposable
incomes from cars to horses it all takes big bucks. | Look forward to seeing this project get approved and
fitl that.void in senior living we ‘have in this partucular area. Fror a business plan perspective, the deal |
sold was $31m, recent traded again last year for $60m



Adam Johnson ' ) ‘4 o
, DC RANCH/Silverieaf-1d ago N _
Mike do you have a link 1o the-application or-a url'with'the city that you can share?

Diane Drell

~, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-Edited 1d ago
l think we have an abundance of senlor Innng in North Scottsdale andin 85260 By the time senlors move
1o a senior facility, it is usually because they. aren‘t able o live mdependently in their own homes: any .
more, so they don't go out real ofien. | don't believe West World will maiter to people who live at this
senior Jiving residence, which | befieve was mentioned would have an assisted living unit as well as a
memory care unit. Also, will this facility be strictly a rental ora buy-in situation? | don't believe that has
been ment;oned There is a big difference! '

Adam Johnson

,.DC RANCH/Sllveneaf 1d ago
Dlane that is the thinking | am talklng about Semor living today is way different than the nurs:ng homes
of old. They are very active communities with sportmg event outlngs tennis cubs, golf clubs, hlkll’lg clubs
these types of facmtles seniors are moving to for more soclal reasons than care reasons. With us lrvmg
actively well lnto our jate 80's this option has, become very popular. Get ride of the expensrve large housé
and move info a socxally actrve communlty Have of the Del Webb communities are focused on this. Mlke
meéntioned that this is an ambulatory development this | is not. a nurs:ng home or’ hosplce care. | would
expect, iike the last one | sold, it was a live- cycle commumty so they had basrcally condos with no care at '
all, then. some assrsted living -and theirs was: spemal for rt also have memory care. Most occupants inour
remnt studres planned on |wrng there for 12 o 17 years S0 these communlbes agaln are not nurs:ng
homes. Most senior living facllmes are Ieased not buy in and the ones that are buy in arevery, expenswe
| would be curious to.know that the rates will be, that is probably a better indicator of what the cornrnunity
will be. $1500 a month versus the one I have mentioned at $5k to $Tk @ month are dn‘ferent animals.

Digne Drell
, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-Edited 1d ago
Adam. Johnson You are in the business of semor living sales. | am not speaklng fromthat perspectlve
but that of a homeowner that fives i in the wcmrty of the proposed “retlrement" home which wﬂl provrde
‘assisted llvlng and memory care umts Most senlors taday would preferto live in their own homes
'townhouses condos or apartments as fong as’ they can, | know about nursmo homes and vanous types of
retarement homes Nursmg hiomes | is a dlfferent level completely V\nry bring that up in thls dlscussmn?
The retlrement communmes with very actrve oommunmes don't have assnsted lrvmg and memory care
units. That isa different model you.are wnbng about, Enough said on thlS subject 1 am not in favor-of this
project in this area for all the reasons I stated above.



Adam Johnson
, BC RANCH/Siiverleaf-1d ago

1100 am a home owner, | am also. a resideritial real estate agem of close 1o 28 years and | also forthe -

past 23 years have-sold apartment: devsiopments.and for the past 8 years senior Ilvmg, assisted living

and memory care faciiities as well. No shocker that you would be againist for no other reason than it's a

new-development and a change to the status:quo, another nimby issue. | would think most of the
_‘homeowners near this development woiiid be excited at the idea that when the-time comesto move fo

something that is only senior, then assisted, then memory care and you get to stay in the Gommunity you

live in now, that that would be a great thing to fook forward too, my how | could be wrong. .

- Melissa Lorrainé
, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-td ago

l just'saw this, and | just heard about this today so it !s too late for me to make the mieeting... |.would have =

liked to have gone to voice my opinion but unfortunately cannot. So 11l just voice it here..."hell nol"-g
There is nothing this adds to the community or its surroundings other than a 3- story monstrosity, traffic,
and sirens! Please keep the residents inthe area informed for any following meetings or any continual
information. Thx

John Rowton .
, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago
Senior living is not the point Mr. Johnson the point is- why put | in’ Reata Wash which is a- ﬂood area’? A

Adam Johnson

, DC RANCH/Silverieaf-1d ago
John, Ali of the surrounding area, MMR, DC Ranch, Sltverieaf et¢ is in a flood plane. Part of the reason
we don't have basements-and we are built on stone. Every development that gets proposed anywhere
near north scottsdale gets shot down. Compiete NIMBY for sure. The condos at Silverieaf, the 135 room
hotel near DC Ranch crossing the Greyhawk. deve)opment northwest corner of Pima and TPP. | put my
trust in the buﬂder that it will be built to conform to current code, flood plane requirements. height
restrictions .grven its lower elevation starting point. Yet some wilk stay say no for notin my back yard.

Bill Herf
, McDowell Mountain Ranch South:1d ago
Is this project instead of the public storage facrllty that was proposed a few months ago that wouid go

behind Superpumper?



Jason Alexander

, McDowell' Mountain Ranch South- 1d ago

its'not my place-to telf the builder or the new residents they will be -bothered by the noise and traffic from
Westworld, or iving next to.a truck-filled maintenance yard that frequently has night-time-heavy truck
activity, or a months-long mosquito filled take. | doubt:they will be happy with:their lack of open space.

That is between the buyers-and sellers. I dont think flooding will-be a-problem. (though-Adam Johnson's .

info- about fiood plains is wrong as it:stops at 98th Street - see the Reata Wash Flood Plain map - it
includes none. of MMR or-Silverleaf, most of DC Ranch). My objection:is to the 3rd story, and the cheap

~ stick modular design that will not last. These-two features-are what make the project profitable for the
developer. We residents get more traffic, probably another lane exiension from the site into Westworld,
possibly a signal at 98th St, and new residenits demanding street crossings. Michael you are cosrect the
city doesn't require the developer to.do those things. As:a result the residents WILL eventually pay for
those thmgs This is why we have nearly $1B in unfunded infrastructure .If the' city is going to grant youa
‘Zzoning exemphon additional height, and allow another architecturally dull project... the taxpayers shouid
get more in retum. | would be much happiér about this. project if the developer didnt just take that 3rd
story from the comimunity, and instead made some of these impact improvements voluntarily. That i the
cost of my support for the zoning vasiance. '

Adam Johnson

, DC RANCH/Sitvedeaf-1d -ago

Jason, All of the areas { mentioned are within the fiood plane. | look at title reports every day and address
flood insurance questions as well, There are different classification, 100yr, 500yr, special circumstances,
-efc. Generally speaking anything at the basin of a mountain wili be.in a flood plane for water goes down

hill. | would think increasing the property tax base, the:sales tax base wouid go a long way to heiping fund»

those infrastructure issues. Otherwise the alternative is say Califomia where people are leaving so fast
that even with raising sales taxes to almost 14% and personal income taxes to aimost 15% the state
simply cannot keep up with the out of control spending 1 do: thmg we need fo increase property taxes for
they are:way too low. Bringing seniors into this particular market, with targer disposable incomes will
benefit the tax bases, pravide more higher eaming jobs to the local community and generally improve the
overall living experience of the area. Not to mention those addition tax doliars for jocal public schools that
s a nett 100% increase for | doubt many of those seniors will gave k-8 aged children going to local
schools. - .

Jason Alexander

, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago

Adam, Your argument about property and retail sales taxes fiies in face of the last 10 years of City
finances and our pattermns of overdevelopment. We've seen how overdevelopment jeads to underfunding.
We may be increasing the tax base, but we are also creating unfunded needs and strain on existing city
resources. Do you understand schoof funding? Outside the state and federal per-child allowance,
anything else is a bond or override voted on by the local tax payers. Whether the new residents will

)



support additional schoo! funding or not...I can not say. Butin and of itseif this project does nothing for
schools. | also-question the high paying jobs you foresee. I'thought typical senior living facilities employed
a lot of service-leve! work along with Some health care professionals. Perfiaps you can quantify the .
expected jOb and mcome dlstnbutton .1 can not, but lrn sure its typical compared to other facllmes like it;
Don.'t sell Scoﬂsdale cheap. We should NEVER gwe(away height, density and setbacks w;thout gettmg
something in. return. As you've said, there is aton of demand and its a seller's market. And while its not
refevant to the thread but, here is the Reata Wash Flood contro! area as defined by the City. The border
is mostly Thompson Peak Parkway., This: project isjust outside the:flood:zone.

https.llwvm :scottsdaleaz. gov/Assets/ScoﬁsdaIeAZ!Constructlon/reatafstudy-area—map—12—22-201 5 ]pg

Adam Johnson

,DC RANCH/S;Iveneaf 1d agoe
lees too much away? It gives a small: vanance in height, 7ft 8 inches: Thats it. The the apphcatlon isin
fact only asking to update the already approved master plan for this parcel which hasn't.been done since
1972. Last | checked, if this will have nursing care ahd_"fhemory care, Durses are some of the highest.paid
medical sector employees other than private practitioner doctors. Those jobs. Not to-mention supporting
industries such.as food service, linen care or services, oxygen supply, etc, etc. We fuhdam?nta]ty jook at
development and advancement in two totally different points of view. Let me ask this, what was the last
new developrnént you or anyone here supported with as much vigor as the simply not in my back yard, |
got mine-everything eise should be stopped? What was _itj_?Ma'ssive'rég‘ljlati'ohs hurt our overal:.economy.
A small variarice for height on what most of us would consider S*&tty land to begin with isjist what the
doctor ordered. Just think back to when the genlus city counch of Phoenix thought it would be great to do-
a development on leased land; City North, how FUBAR that was. Thisis a small developement on 5
acres. Well within the building and planning envelop. it will bring a much ‘needed service and getting
larger every‘da‘y, to the area, employs people and increase the tax base: All of those things.farout weight
the variance. And even that you will only ever-see when- you-get gas: at the gas station that was also.
opposed massively-back on 1999 when it was put it

: Jason Alexander

, McDowell Mountain Ranch. South-1d ago
Adarn thank you fordescnblng some of the jobs that the famhty will requn'e As | sa|d | did not know. I've
been very cléar in my mostly-support of Museum Square (it needs more parking), of Southbridge Ii. | have
nothing 10 say about the Lane's End south of the: Aquatic Center, or the project at the comer-of S8thiMMR
- they'were easy as ihey were within the zoning codeé. ) have nothing to say about the expansion of the
Basha's plaza, or the infill across the street.— again, all within zoning. | dont oppose this development, .nor
am | for it. its still in the planning phase. Zoning code matters, and its a selier's market.. Dont sell
Scottsdale chéap. Like you said, we view developraent very differently. But, would you. of all people leave
money on the table? That is'what the City is doing if we give out zoning variances without gétting enough
benefits in retumn. ' ’
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Donna Neuhauser
. McDowell-Mountain Ranch Norih 1d :2go : v
Hmmm... no ambulances onsite bécause all residents wnl! b ambulatory'r’ How can that b true Ifit: offers

assusted hv:ng n memory care’sves? Thankyou. g

Michael Leary
» Mcbowell Mountain Ranch; South: 1d ago
| want to thank the 21 folks who were atie to attend the Open House meetng which went very well

'yesterday and we are encouraged by the questions asked and answers given, Conversely there are more
guestions/comments/concerns in this.thread than | can reasonably respond to without generating even
more questions/comments/concerns. Nonetheless | would like to reiterate a few items.

The-.requesf conforms.'to the City’s"Gerieral Plan. : - Y

We are NOT askmg for any VARIANCE -:zoning allows 48"and faclllty will be somewhere areund 40’
(we're still in-preliminary de51gn) ' - .

The property is NOT in a flood plain.

Ourmarket study confimms that our area'is underserved and that this facility will fill only part of that
- deficiency. The facility will be upscale beﬁttmg Scotisdale and nearby residents.

The facility will not result in a‘strain on traffic~ the number of vehicular tnps will be:pearly 1/2 of what.an
altemaﬁve office use would generate :

{ would ask.and encour,age‘ anyone‘_tntergsted in this project to.contact me directly at 480.991.1111 or

" michaelpleary@cox.net so that there can be-a meaningful discussion. As someong suggested | will. post
the filing of the application with the City and the. URL to access our case. Please note that the City only
posts - online the narrative and all the other submittal items will be in'the case file accessible at the City's
Record Department 7447 E. Indian School Road. With all that said | will be dropping off this thread for
now but | will be available anytime for a call, email or-an in-person meeting. Thanks again for your

interest. ML
{
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Michael P. Leary, LTD | ) o

10278 E.Hillery Drive: L , cell (480) 991-1111
S‘co"ttsdaleai.Atizona- 8.-5255 , ) : mlchaelpla.ry@cox.net

s a

DATE: August 12,2019
TO: . Neighboring Property OWﬁef_sz and Interested Parties
FROM: Mike Leary, _Development Consultant

RE: SeniorLi‘ving at,McDoweH,;Mq)mata'jn Ranch —'modification to rez_,Oning:request-" '
A letter explammg the tequest to: rezone the. subject property was mmled back i 1 late Apnl The rezonmg
apphcauon was filed back in May and we ate hoping to be in the public hearmg stage before Planmng
Commission in Septembet and City Council in October. The project itself femains unchanged from the

prior letfer and formal apphcauon.

You ate teceiving this updatc as the application has been modiﬁed solely to remove the ESL
(Envitonmentally Sensitive Lands) overlay district due to a City staff proposed dedication of right-of-way
along our éast property line as described below: '

_ The sub]ect propetty along with two others are the only ESL-zoned pa.tcels on the south side of
MMRR and west'of Thompson Peak Parkway as shown on the graphic below:

The removal of the ESL ove:lay isa dlrect J:esult of staffs proposal to rcqmre a 30’ half-street
dedication along the eastern portion of the property and 30’ oni the adjoining’ parcel (o otal) Staffs
long-held. intent. has bcen to. preserve the opportumty to access the ‘Arizona State Land Depaﬁment
(“ASLD”) orphaned property located apprommately 600’ south of MMRR should the pa_tcel be acquired



by a private developer. The ASLD parcel is access-constrained with tight-in/tight-out only to Thompson
Peak Parkway. Access to MMRR does little, if any, to the pra&ticél private development of the ASLD
property. The ASLD has not had any intetest from private "‘developer_s to acquire the property separate
from an adjoining MMRR propetty. In contrast the City’s long-held intent has been to dcquite the ASLD
propetty for the development of event parking within the adjoining WestWorld basin. Acquisition of the
ASLD property has also been identified for inclusion in the N ovember bond election

Despite the removal of the ESL ovetlay, there is NO CHAN GE TO. OUR PROPOSED
LANDSCAPE PLAN INCLUDING UNDISTURBED NATURAL AREAS. The otiginally ptoposed
landscaping and presetvation of the old Rio Verde Canal remain unaltercd in the hope and expectation that
the City will drop the proposed roadway to the ASLD property '
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We do not support the: ASLD roadway dedication ot street mprovements for the fo]lomng
reasons: the roadway does not provide meaningful access for private developmcnt the driveway at MMRR
would be approximately 138" east of the Hotseman’s Patk dfiveway and would not meet the City’s 250°
standard separation requirement; over 18,000 sf of landscaping and undisturbed area would be eliminated
along out eastern property line and a like amount from the adjoining property including significant
pottions of the old Rio Verde Canal and undistutbed natural areas: Those lost areas create a .téchnical,
deficiency in the minimum NAOS requited but the project still provides an excess of Open Space tequited
by the ESL standards. Out plan is to still provide ESL NAOS easements ovet the same areas prev10usly
identified so the next effect will be no change from what was. originally proposed. "

If you should have any questlons, please contact me at your convenience. You may also contact City of
Scottsdale Senior Planner Dotis McClay who is assigned to this project and can be reached at 480.312.4214
and dmcclay@scottsdaleaz.gov: Our case numbet is 8-ZN-2019. :

Thankyou_! MI.

enclosure



Doug_las A. Ducey

Lisa A. Atkins

- . Govemor Commissioner

S
Atizona State Land Depattment

1616 West Adams; Phoenix, AZ 85007
(602) 542-4631

November 6, 2019

Planning Commission

City of Scottsdale

3939 North Drinkwater Boulevard

Scottsdale, Arizona 85251 I

RE: Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch; 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019

Dear Chairman Alessio and Commissioners:

On behalf o7 the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD) 1 appreciate the opportunity to prov1de
comment on the November 13, 2019, Scottsdale Planning Commission. Agenda items referenced
above. Of specific interest and concern to ASLD is the prc posed partial Government Land Office
(“GLO”) easement abandonment adjacent to the western *)roperty line of the property that is the
subject of the above-referenced cases (the “Rezoning Property”) ASLD filly supports the rights
of all landowners to entitle and develop their properties in accordance with éxisting zoning and
regulatory frameworks. However, when the adverse impacts of those efforts extend beyond the
property on which the zoning or development is proposed, affecting State Trust land in direct and
tangible ways, ASLD has a responsibility to respond and place our concerns on behalf of the Trust
beneficiaries! on the record for your consxderanon

The Rezoning Property i is: located lmmedmtely north of a 7.3-acre parcel of State Trust land (the
“Subject STL”). Although the Subject STL straddles Thompson Peak Parkway, physical access
from that road is constrained by topography and drainage. As a result, GLO easements on the
common property line of the Rezoning Property and its neighibor to the immediate east provide the
only practical physical access to the Subject STL. -Cuirently, the GLO easements are 33 feet in
width, for a total corridor 66 feet in width between McDowell Mountain Ranch Road and the
' Subject STL (the “Access Comdo ).

Accordmg to materials avallable on the City’s website, the apphcant is requesting, and City staff
is recommeénding, approval of the: abandonment of the western 13 feet of the GLO easement on
the Rezoning Property’s eastern property line, which would feduce the total Access Corridor width
to 53 feet. If the subject abandonment is approved, ASLD believesitis-highly likely that the owner
of the adjacent property to the east will also request a similar abandonment; thus reducing our
Access Corridor to 40 feet in width.

! The Trust beneficiary of the Subject STL is the K-12 public schools of Aﬁ#ona.

-ServingMzona's Schools and Public Institations Since 1915

)
www.azland.gov ATTACHMENT 14 |




Planning Commission
November 6, 2019
Page 2

ASLD’s Appraisal Section was consulted on this matter, and concluded that an appraisal of the
Subject STL for office uses (its'current land use designation per the 2001 Scottsdale General Plan)
with a 40-foot wide access coiridor would likely be subject to a considerable valuation discount:
Our fiduciary duty in this casé compels us to act.

Whether an access road to the Sub] ect STL can be fit into a 53-foot or 40-foot easement.is hot the
point. ASLD’s position isthatit is improper that ASLD, on behalf of the Staté Trust Beneficiaries,

be burdened ‘with the consequences of a. neighboring property owner’s self-imposed hardship,
namely that the Rezoning Property has insufficient land area available to accommodate both the
proposed developnient and its required Natural Area Open Space (NAOS).

We respectfully request that the Planning Commission recommend denial of the subject GLO
easement abandonment, or delay action on the subject agenda item until such time as the.applicant
can amend their development proposal so the Rezoning Property can accommodate both their
buildings and their required NAOS without reducing the GL.O easement that provides access to
the Subject STL. ‘ _

Thank you for your favorable consideration of our request.

Sincerely, 5 -
Lisa A. Atkins
State Land Commissioner ‘




McCIax, Doris

From: Curtis, Tim

Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 1:45 PM

To: McClay, Doris

Subject: FW: Sr. Living Facility by Westworld . -- NO THANK YOU.

From: Karl F <karlfrye@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 1:31 PM

To: Planning Commission <Planningcommission@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: Sr. Living Facility by Westworld . -- NO THANK YOU.

A\ External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
It would be a terrible decision to allow the land that is a designated ESLO area to be converted into a Sr. Living
Facility. The groundwork for that many residents on such a small area of land is preposterous. Also there is only one
way in and out of that location and traffic going to and from WW, McDowell Mountain Ranch, ND Prep, is already more
than enough.

This would be a bad idea and my vote is NO.
Karl Frye

Homeowner
9853 E Bahia Dr, Sco:tsdale, AZ 85260



McCIax. Doris

From: Castro, Lorraine

Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 12:30 PM

To: McClay, Doris

Subject: FW: Senior Living Facmty along McDowell Mtn Ranch Road adjacent to Westworld

From: Spencer Cunnlngham <125pencer49@cox net>

Sent: Sunday, October 27, 2019 8:53 PM

To: Planning Commission <Planningcommission@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Subject: Senior Living. Fatility'along'McDoweII Mtn Ranch Road adjacent to Westworld

/\ External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

I 6ppose the 200 unit Senior Living Facility on 5 acres along McDowell Mtn Ranch Road adjacent to Westworld. please do
not.approve it.

-Spencer Cunningham

10369 E Star Of The Desert Dr
Scottsdale, AZ 86255 '

-Spencer _ 7 : ' St



McCIax, Doris

From: Curtis, Tim
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2019 5:20 PM
To: McClay, Doris

Subject: FW: Proposed Senior 200 Unit Living Facility nest Westworld

----- Original Message-----

From: Linda Gomlicker <lgomlicker@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 23, 2019 4:38 PM

To: Planning Commission <Planningcommission@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: Proposed Senior 200 Unit Living Facility nest Westworld

/\ External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Dear Sir:

Please don’t allow the proposed 200 Unit Senior lemg Facility to be built adjacent-to.one of Scottsdale’s biggest
tourism center, Westworld. Already an apartment complex was built at it’s:northern er]tra_nce at 94th and Bell which
creates increased traffic congestion at events at Westworld. Please don’t allow any further congestion.

I have lived at 15753 N. 102nd- Street which is almost.in the corner of Thompson Peak Parkway and McDowell
Mountain Ranch. Thus, | have watched the buuldlng and traffic grow since 1998. It has greatly mcreasnd of-which much
could be expected but please help us contain overgrowth
Linda Gomlicker

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Richard Wojtczak

To: Planning Commission

Subject: in File - Please Turn Down High Density Senior Living Facility Next to Westworld
Date: Saturday, October 19, 2019 9:15:41 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
You will discussing the attempt to revise the zoning restrictions on the subject plot of land near the
Westworld entrance at your meeting on October 23, 2019. Please turn down this latest attempt by
the developer to get around intentional well-panned restrictions placed on the property density.

Changing to a high density zoning will only increase an already unacceptable traffic pattern in the
area whenever the Westworld Center hosts an event where traffic is routed through to the
McDowell Mountain Ranch /Thompson Peak Parkway roads.

| am a resident of Cachet Condominiums at McDowell Mountain Ranch, and need to use the affected
roads and intersections on a daily basis.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Regards,

Richard J Wojtczak
16420 N Thompson Peak Parkway
Scottsdale, AZ 85260
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From: Comcast

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Stop development

Date: Sunday, October 20, 2019 8:08:54 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

There should not be dense re51dentlal in an ESLO area adjacent to our biggest tourism center. It is already too
congested and dangerous
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From: Ronnie Honey

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Senior Living Facility on MMR Road & Thompson Peak Parkway
Date: Sunday, October 20, 2019 2:29:58 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Dear Planning Commission:

As residents of MMR who live very close to the site of the proposed new senior living facility at MMR
Rd and TPP, we write to express our concern about the possibility of a substantial increase to the
number of units allowed per acre. Itis our understand that the land is currently zoned for one unit
per acre and we strongly believe it needs to stay that way. Increasing the population density in an
already heavily trafficked area, particularly given the event traffic from Westworld is unfair to the
resident taxpayers in the area and out of line with the community lifestyle.

The residents in the MMR area pay hefty property taxes and play by the existing rules of the MMR
and local HOAs, as well as adhere to Scottsdale ordinances. We also vote. Builders looking to make
lots of money in this desirable area need to abide by the same community standards and zoning laws
as everybody else, without exception. There is no *good* reason to grant an exception for this
piece of property because it does not benefit the residents of the community or the greater good.

Thank you for your consideration.

Roger and Ourania Honey



Tiep #3540

From: Peter Vultagaio

To: Planning Commission

Subject: No Senior Living Fadility near West World
Date: Sunday, October 20, 2019 2:31:57 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Hello, I am writing as a concerned resident of McDowell Mountain Ranch for the proposed Senior Living Facility
near West World to be built on ESLO-larid zoned for only-5 lots. Having 200 residents on 5 acres i§ way too
populated for a location next to one of the.largest tourist and ) revue generators for North Scottsdale. It doesn’t make
sense'to squeeze that many residents irito.a parcel of land that:i is right-next to horse barfs, or needs: access to roads
that are guaranteed to be interrupted by event traffic. It’s a recipe.for disaster.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Maisie Vultaggio
11047 E Mirasol Cir
Scottsdale, AZ 85255

Sent from my iPhone
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From: gary wagoner

To:

Subject: In File - Proposed development on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road & Thompson Peak NO DEVELOPMENT
Date: Sunday, October 20, 2019 2:43:58 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Dear Scottsdale Planning Commission,

As a long time resident, and registered voter, in the neighborhood of McDowell Mountain
Ranch Road & Thompson Peak I am asking that you continue to deny the proposed
development of the 5 homes and the 3-story nursing home.

My neighbors and I chose to live here because of the rustic desert scenery that we love so
much. We love the animals that roam freely here. We love the minimal traffic and minimal
noise and light pollution in this area. We are aware of the developer trying to overturn the
UNANIMOUS decision that the Planning Commission made in a recent vote to not allow the
development to occur. We are also aware of the lobbyist who is a prior employee of the city
of Scottsdale that is helping the developer overturn your decision because of a alleged
procedural violation.

The residents of our beautiful neighborhood are watching these political events unfold, and we
are the voters that have a DIRECT VOICE in this matter!!!! Please do not allow this
development project to happen. Are there any existing building moratoriums or environmental
issues that can be amended to keep future developments like this from occurring in the future?
I am looking forward to meeting each of you at the next hearing at Scottsdale City Hall on
October 23rd at 5pm

Respectfully,

Dr. Gary L. Wagoner
480/343-0585



From: DG

To: Planning Commission

Subject: In File - Senior Living Facility

Date: Sunday, October 20, 2019 2:46:58 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

This project needs to be voted down again. That’s a terrible location for that project. It’s bad enough we keep seeing
‘higher density- projects all around Scottsdale..It’s high:time you start thinking about the citizens of-Scottsdale and
stop letting the developers run this city. [ love Scottsdale but the quality of life has- gotten worse and worse since I

moved here 15 years ago.
Rcspectful]y,
Dave Garafano

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Donna Neuhauser

To: Planning Commission

Subject: In File - Senior Residential Facility
Date: Sunday, October 20, 2019 3:11:58 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Dear Members of the Planning Commission:

My husband n I live in MMR within walking distance of WestWorld. I am asking that this
senior facility NOT b built in the proposed area. It is not a good area for such a facility-
wayyyy too dense..... not to mention all the horse trailers that show up with the many
equestrian events. I’m not against the senior facility - heck I’m 65 myself - but this area is

simply not an appropriate building site.

Thank you for your consideration. Best, Donna Neuhauser 10326 East Tierra Buena Ln 85255

|

Donna
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From: Jim.howard1

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Bense. Senior residential in an ESLO
Date: Sunday, October 20, 2019 3:33:58 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Ridiculous you are even considering this. Asa 32 plus year resident in this area I am appalled that you would even

consider changmg denSIty zoning in this area.
We the people who live here and have lived here don’t want this kind of density in our area

Sincerely
Jim Howard
Sent from my iPhone
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From: Carole Perrello

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Development on a parcel west of Thompson Peak and on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road
Date: Sunday, October 20, 2019 4:10:01 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
| ask that you please continue to turn down the plan to develop 200 units for a 3 story nursing home
complex on a parcel west of Thompson Peak and on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. This massive.
density incease on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road will increase traffic in the area around
WestWorld and may lead to encourage more developers to supersize other proposals in the
McDowell Mountain Ranch area. Please let us keep our current lifestyle at McDowell Mountain

Ranch.
Thank you.
Carole Lee Perrello

16356 N Thompson Peak Pkwy
Scottsdale, AZ 85260
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From: Bruce Elliasen

To: Planning Commission

Ce: Bruce, ICE

Subject: In File- Westworld Senior home project at 94th and Bell
Date: Sunday, October 20, 2019 5:08:04 PM

External Email: Pleasé use caution if opening links or attachments!

How could you possibly permit a 200 .unit-senior living project on land that is.zoned one unit per acre? There is too
muich congestion in this area now. This would open the city open to a number of lawsuits: I would like a answer to

this email. Thank you

Bruce Elliasen
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From: Mary Wolfersberger

To: Planning Commission

Cc: City Council

Subject: In File - Zoning law changes

Date: Sunday, October 20, 2019 5:25:04 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Senior Living Facility on MMR Road and Tt Peal

This email is specifically addressing this current issue listed above but | am also AGAINST
ALL the zoning variances that Scottsdale is so willing to give to developers. Scottsdale is a
wonderful community because of the Master plans that were approved years ago. The current
city council should not be changing these ordinances to accommodate the developers for their
own person interests rather than the interest of the residents of Scottsdale. What is the
purpose and benefit of allowing a developer to build a 200 unit Senior Living Facility on 5 acres
when it is zoned for one unit per acre, they are seeking to allow a 40x increase to 40 units per
acre.

Start being responsible to the residents!

Mary Wolfersberger

Scottsdale, AZ
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From: Christine De Marco

To: Planning Commission

Subject: In File - dense building in Scottsdale
Date: Sunday, October 20, 2019 7:32:03 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
I am writing to say that there should not be any dense building of residential
homes/apartments or buildings in an ESLO area. This area is at Bell and 94th street right near
Westworld. Westworld offers Scottsdale such wonderful events/tourism. This would be a huge
inconvenience to those around that area as well as those visiting Westworld.

Christine De Marco
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From: Susan Huahes
To: Planning Commission ‘ ]
Subject: In File'- Vote No on allowing a developer to build on Thompson Peak and McDowell

Date: Suniday, October 20, 2019 9:45:03 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attichments!

I live in McDowell Motuntain Ranch subdivision. It would be very inappropriate.and yes, reckless to allow a 3 story
building with 200 plus units at such a busy:intersection at the-entrance of Westworld. This is.chaotic initersection
with horse trailers during shows, lots of hiking as'well as events.

A 5 acre parcel slated ‘for 5. homes is very different than a 200 unit 3 story monstr051ty itwas tumed down already,
why. allow them the option of resubmlt‘tlng It doesn’t seem-right nor ethical and doesn’t pass the “sniff.test”. As
Scottsdale is asking the public to'pass a huge bond  why is there the need to appear unethical and reckless? Integrity

matters.and the community is watching very closely.

Susan-Hughes MD

Bounce Highest LLC

John Maxwell Certified Speaker and.Coach
Robbins-Madenes trained Coach
(360)448-8770
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From: Ay Bjorkman

To: Plagning Commission

Subject: In file - Retirement community

‘Date: Monday, Octaber 21, 2019 6:20:09 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Hello. I am a-resident of Horseman’s Park Ranch arid I recently learned of the proposed plans to construct:a 200-
unit Senior Living facility on Thompson Peak Parkway and McDowell Mountain Ranch Rd. This: facility would be
directly across from my community. I am opposed to this plan. There should not be dense residential-in an ESLO
area adjacent to our biggest tourism center. This would also inicrease traffic in an peaceful-area and on a street
where:children are walking to and from school each day (with sidewalks on.only one side of the street.) It would
also negatively impact the natural habitat of desert life found in this area.

Please reconsider this project.

Thank you,

Amy Bjorkman



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kevin Moshir

Planning Commission

In File - Parcel west of Thompson Péak and'McDowell
Monday, October 21, 2019 6:41:09 AM

External Email: Please use caution.if opening lmks or attachments!

(

Dear City of Scottsdale Planning Commission,

My family and I'would like to thank'you for looking aftér-our comimunity. We appreciate you turning down the
proposal forithe three story nursing home complex. Please.continue doing so despite:lobbying efforts.

Best regardé,
Kevin Moshir



THemtt? 546

From: Robert Vodicka

To: Planning Commission

Subject: In File -Vote No on MMR development
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 7:48:09 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Scottsdale Planning Commission,
I am writing to voice concern over the requested rezoning of the plot of land at Thompson
Peak and MMR Road. Based on the mailings received, the developer is seeking to turn a
residential-zoned parcel into a large-scale nursing home. This is unacceptable. Coupled with
the planned and unnecessary storage facility, this will significantly disrupt our neighborhood
and community, create years of development issues in an otherwise fully-developed area, and
massively increase traffic (which is already an issue with Westworld and Notre Dame). And if
this project is approved, what's next?

MMR is a family community and the last thing needed is a new development that will drive up
traffic across the street from a school and library while creating more light and sound
pollution. There are countless parcels of land in Scottsdale that are not in the middle of family
homes. Put in a park and walking paths, something that benefits the families that are leading
the growth in our city. Support the young and growing families that are likely to approve the
bond packages in November, as we all want to improve our great city. We already voted down
the development within the Preserve last year; please understand our position that we want to
keep community family-focused, not a construction zone.

I look forward to hearing more about this at the 10/23 meeting and hope you will consider my
view.

Robert Vodicka



From:

To:

Cc: . 3 rkman@yahoo.com);

Subject: In file - Stop huge nursing home on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road!
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 7:53:14 AM

Importance: High

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Scottsdale Planning Commissioners:

| have been made aware of an attempt by a developer to change the zoning of property on the
South side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road to allow a large retirement home to be built. | live in
a quiet neighborhood on the north side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road, and moved here
specifically because the surrounding area was zoned for single family homes, not large buildings that
will generate massive traffic and noise.

Please reject this proposal and keep the property in this area to single family homes only!!!
Sincerely,
Eric Bjorkman

9922 East Monte Cristo Ave
Scottsdale, AZ 85260



{u%/‘“ﬁﬁsw

From: Diane Seid|

To: annipg. jssion

Subject: In file - senior living center

Date: Manday, October.21, 2019 11:14:10.AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Please, for. heaven’s sake, do not build a senior center by Westword. That' makes absolutely no sense. There are so
many reasons that this is a very poor 1dea ‘I hope the city planning commission uses more common sense than to

allow this to be build inthis area.
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From: Susan Leeper

To: Planning Commission

Subject: in File - No Dense Residential in ESLO area
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 11:29:09 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

This 200-unit nursing homeproject doesn’t belong in the area adjacent to our
biggest tourism center. If approved it will encourage more speculative
developers to come to the area looking for similar density grabs for apartments
and other uses that would change the low-scale nature of the area.

The developer is trying to cram 800 pounds in a hundred pound bag They
should not be granted an exemption from Scottsdale’s landmark
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance (as they did at the previous hearing)
or a change that would see them screw the Arizona State Land Department,
which has adjoining property and which is the city’s long-time partner to bring
the McDowell Sonoran Preserve to life.

Susan Leeper
Scottsdale resident since 1992



Theuw #5 5¢Le

From: mary engan

To: Planning Commission

Subject: In file - NO NURSING HOME COMPLEX 111!
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 12:03:11 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Dear Planning Commission Members,

WHAT ARE YOU THINKING.... OR MORE ACCURATELY --- HOW CAN YOU NOT BE THINKING?????

How can you CAVE IN to the tricks and lies of a FORMER City of Scottsdale STAFFER TURNED LOBBYIST --
- SOUNDS JUST LIKE THE DEEP STATE IN WASHINGTON!! How could you BACK TRACK your earlier
UNANIMOUS VOTE to DENY that DEVELOPER TO RUIN the McDowell Mountain Area??

Is MONEY changing hands - under the table???

This must not be allowed!

HOPEFULLY - YOU WILL ALL HAVE THE COURAGE IT TAKES TO STOP THIS - ONCE AND FOR
ALL!!!

I HAVE LIVED IN THIS PART OF SCOTTSDALE SINCE 2003 ---- there is NO NEED for NURSING
HOMES.... MORE APARTMENTS.... MORE BUILDINGS OF ANY NATURE.... AND CERTAINLY NOT
MORE TRAFFIC IN THIS BEAUTIFUL PART OF SCOTTSDALE!!!

STOP THIS CRAZINESS - NOW!!!

Sincerely,
M. Engan



Them #5 5+

From: Steve Jennings

To: Planning Commission

Subject: In file- Senior living development
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 12:18:10 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Please do not allow ‘senior living facility’ west of Thompson Peak on McDowell
Mountain Ranch Road. The five acre parcel is zoned for five homes.

I know there is currently a facility at 94th street and to be honest it is poorly managed so we
moved our 87 year old mom to a facility on Thomas closer to where a bulk of elderly medical
facilities are currently located.. please leave the area in question as it is "a destination for

tourists and active adults"
Thank you

Steve Jennings
480-686-0164
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From: kari coelho

To: Planning Commission

Subject: In File - NO to 3 story nursing home complex on Mcdowell Mountain Ranch Road!!!!!
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 1:18:21 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
| am writing this email to urge the City of Scottsdale to prevent the property owner at
McDowell Mountain Ranch Road and Thompson Peak from being allowed to build a 3-story
nursing home complex on land that has been designated for 5 homes only. As a resident of
the Horseman's Park Community, this proposed change in development will be disastrous to
our community. The area already has significant traffic, congestion, and noise for our small
community. Itis unfair and manipulative to attempt to undo the will of the local people that
have already unanimously agreed that this parcel of land be developed with 5 homes only. As
a community, we have chosen to live in this part of North Scottsdale to avoid a bigger city feel
and to be able to access local businesses without traffic and aggravation. Please do not allow
the greed of this developer to negate the will of the people that reside in North Scottsdale.
Ultimately, we the people will vote to keep people in positions of power who are here to serve
the will of all people,, not just selfish and opportunistic developers.

Sincerely,

John and Kari Coelho
Horseman's Park Residents



T #° 5yl

From: Steve Steinke

To: Planning Commission

Subject: In File - Senior Living Proposal in North Scottsdale
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 2:54:17 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

10/21/2019
TO: City of Scottsdale Planning Commision.

It's been a while, and yet it hasn't.

When on the Planning Commission in the early 2000's, | was so concerned about building types,
sensitive lands development, and density issues east of Pima Road and north of Shea that | had to get a
first-hand look at Silverleaf before considering any such development. It was eye-opening. And then
there was the history with that project that preceded me.

The record during my two terms on the Commission might indicate an inconsistent vote here and there,
but | considered my role as a steward for the generations yet to come who deserve a managed yet
beautiful McDowell Mountain setting. To do that, it needed responsible oversight against overly dense
and inappropriate development.

A maximum thirty-six foot height limit was particularly important to me. Still is. As are retaining the view
and focus on land use and density.

| can understand why a developer might find the math easy for a quick return on a senior living
opportunity right there in the foothills. Their argument is a no-brainer.

And yet, shouldn't those of us who have been, are, or will be charged as stewards of those precious
remaining acres defend those very assets in the most responsible ways?

| simply ask the Commission to back away a bit from the stack of papers and items on the agenda in front
of you. Far enough out of the moment to close your eyes and breathe in the air that a good steward might
be grateful for. Hang on to the possibilities you embrace about that area.

Thank you all for service. Your responsibilities and your commitment are appreciated by more than you

know. This guy for sure.

Steven D. Steinke
Scottsdale, Arizona
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From: Matthew Foster

To: Planning Commission

Subject: In File - Stop huge nursing home on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 4:38:12 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Scottsdale Planning Commissioners:

I have been made aware of an attempt by a developer to change the zoning of property on the
South side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road to allow a large retirement home to be built. 1
live in a quiet neighborhood on the north side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road,
Horseman's Park, and moved here specifically because the surrounding area was zoned for
single-family homes, not large buildings that will generate elevated traffic and noise.

I would like to request that you reject this proposal and keep the property in this area to single-
family homes only!!!

Sincerely,

Matt Foster

9906 East Monte Cristo Ave
Scottsdale, AZ 85260
405-819-3641
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From: Dave Murrow

To: Planning Commission

Subject: No dense residential in an ESLO area by Westworld
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 6:38:11 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Reject the plan - do not build dense residential in an ESLO area next to Westworld.

Dave Murrow




Tm# 51

From: LISA HORNE

To: Planning Commission

Subject: NO on Case 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 10:48:14 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Hello,
Please vote NO on both Case 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019.
There is already WAY TOO MUCH TRAFFIC on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road.

In the 13 years I have lived here it has gone from bad to worse. Residents in Horseman's Park
used to have very little traffic. It was basically only special event traffic for Westworld. Then
they started routing that traffic through Bell Road and 94th Street, so everything was great
again.

Then Notre Dame High School started getting larger, and there is more traffic from the high
school.

Then the townhomes on the corner of 98th Street and McDowell Mountain Ranch Road were
built. They are not even fully completed or sold and traffic has already increased. Because of
the townhomes, you changed the street layout and took away our dedicated right turn lane into
the subdivision. It's like taking your life in your hands trying to turn right. People are about to
run you over or are weaving back and forth between lanes to pass people turning. It is horrible
and dangerous!

Do the right thing and VOTE UNANIMOUSLY TO STOP the building of this nursing home.
You voted against it before. Just because the developer is coming back with tricks up his
sleeve, including a former planning staffer turned lobbyist, does not mean you should
reconsider. This is stilla BAD IDEA!!!

The absolute last thing this small stretch of road needs is more cars. You should put a
policeman on this road every day, because not one car drives the 30 mph speed limit.

Please VOTE NO on 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019.
Thank you!
Lisa Horne

A concerned Horseman's Park resident.
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From: Mohan Kaadige

To: Planning Commission

Subject: McDowell Mountain Ranch Road

Date: Tuesday, October 22, 2019 6:29:21 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Hello,

I am a resident of Horseman Park Community. | kindly request you to NOT allow the
developers to increase density on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. This will not only increase

the traffic but will disturb the serenity of the neighborhood.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Mohan Kaadige
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From: Jeffrey Lee DiNapoli

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Senior Living Facility on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road
Date: Tuesday, October 22, 2019 9:41:25 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Somehow Scottsdale has already become the nations leader "old folks homes". It is time to
put an end to this madness. You are destroying our beautiful city and making us a laughing

stock and punch line.

An angry Scottsdale resident of 21 years.
Jeffrey Lee DiNapoli
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From: Jen Perez

To: Planning Commission

Subject: New

Date: Tuesday, October 22, 2019 10:02:30 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Planning Commission:

| recently purchased a condo (Greythorn Condo) in MMR and directly across the street is
where a 3 story - 200 unit nursing home is currently up contemplated and up for your review
tomorrow.

1 100% oppose the placement of such as the land is better utilized as open space and
natural as it sits currently.

The amount of activity in the area for West World and the equestrian center is adequate and
the homes, condo's and apartments should not be subjected to the amount of additional
traffic, ambulances and emergency response teams that this type of use would bring.

Please vote no to the request for a nursing home and deny this use.

Jennie Perez

9850 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road
Unit 1002

Scottsdale, AZ 85260
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From: Reena Pamarthi

To: Planning Commission

Subject: McDowell Mountain Ranch Road

Date: Tuesday, October 22, 2019 10:38:26 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Hello,

| am a resident of Horseman Park Community. | kindly request you to NOT allow the
developers to increase density on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. This will not only increase
the traffic but will disturb the serenity of the neighborhood and nature.

There is so much of wild life in this neighborhood please, protect them / protect the Mother

Nature.
Thank you.

Sincerely,
Reena Pamarthi
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From: Laura Burke

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Frankenstein

Date: Tuesday, October 22, 2019 4:15:21 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

We don’t need a 10 or 15 story buildings in the McDowell area, stick to 2 and 3 story buildings. Thank you, keep
high rise buildings in there own area not residential areas.
Laura Olson



From: LiKo

To: Planning Commission
Subject: No senior home next to westworld
Date: Tuesday, October 22, 2019 7:44:17 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Dear commission,

Please do not place a retirement home near westworld. A small resort or mall with condos on
top, like kierland would be a smarter choice.

Please be sure to leave a portion of that space for a park with trees.

Thank you

Lisa Ko



From: lustinschwab@vyahqo.com

To: Planning Commjission
Subject: ‘Westworld soccer fields
Date: Tuesday, October 22, 2019 8:14:17 PM

External Email: Please us¢ caution if openirig links or attachmenits!
Good evening -

We are residents of Horseman’s Park across from the soon to be developed:parcels gast of Westworld. We would
like to voice our support to use the land for soccer fields and Westworld parking-as dpposed to a3 story assisteid
living tower.. ‘ E

‘One thing that surprised us when moving to this area was the lack of parks and-fields. Soccer fields would be a
welcome addition for the residents of Horseman’s Park, Trails North and McDowell Mountain Ranch as a whole.

Thank you -

Justin and CGarissa Schwab
Horseman’s Park residents
16251 N 98th Place

248-420-2931



From: kenjonker@gmail.com

To: Planning Commission

Cc: michaelpleary@cox.net

Subject: Proposed Senior Living Project - McDowell Mt Ranch
Date: Wednesday, October 23, 2019 5:28:25 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
As a resident of McDowell Mt. Ranch, | am in favor of the Senior Living Project. | see no objection to

it.
As a matter of fact, it has far more appeal to me than the development in progress, almost directly

across the street on the NorthWest corner of McDowell Mt Ranch Rd & 98" Street

Any alternative which would result in significantly more traffic in the immediate area even 1 or 2
weeks a year would be extremely objectionable.

Ken Jonker
10564 E. Raintree Dr.
Scottsdale, AZ

480-513-0703

Kenlonker@gmail.com

KenJonker@tams-data.com



From: Celine Eckholdt

To: . Planning Commission
Subject: No To.Nursing Home-McDoweli Mountain Ranch

Date: Wednesday, October 23; 2019 7:59:24-AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Hello,
We hope this-email finds you.well,

We are residents of Horseman’s Park at McDowell Mountain Ranch and we are opposing the petition to build a
Senior-Citizen Facility by Westworld: : ’

The traffic will significantly increase.

Only single family homes or stores like Trader Joe’s.wou!d'be bengﬁéial.
'I‘haﬁk you.

Best regards,

Jason.& Celine Eckholdt

Sent from my iPhone



From: Kathy Mortenson

To: Planning Commission
Subject: McDowell ranch area
Date: Wednesday, October 23, 2019 8:00:22 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Please do not allow the developer to build a proposed 3 story 200 unit Senior living facility in
the McDowell Mountain Ranch area by Westworld. The proposed area should be left pristine
for all of us to enjoy. Please say NO.

Please.

You know that developers only care about making money and leave destruction and ugliness
in their wake. They don't care about AZ precious land, preserves, scenery, views or people.

Scottsdale residents are counting on you to say No.

Sincerely,
Kathy Mortenson



From: Lagbman; Rallapalli

To: Planning Comimission
Subject: 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019

Date: Wedngsday,‘ October ;3, 20 '19'1‘2:53:25 PM
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Please do NOT approve this rezon1ng.ésmthe new 200 Un1t nursing home complex
will increase the traffic in th1s quite ne1ghborhood

Thank you,
takshmana Ra]]apa111
Resident of HorsemanPark

8-zN-2019 (Senior Living at McDowe11 Mountain Ranch) Request by owher for a
Zoning District Map Amendment from Single-family Residential, Planned
Community District, Environmentally Sensitive Lands (R1-35 PCD ESL) to
commercial office, Planned Community. District, Environmentally Sensitive
Lands (C-0O PCD ESL) and Development Plan amendment on a +/-5- -acre site
located at 9875 & 9909 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Rd -(217-14-037A and 217-14-
038A). staff contact person is Doris McClay, 480- 312 4214. Applicant contact
person 1s Michael Leary, 480-991-1111.

5-AB- 2019 (Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch) Request to abandon the
thirty-three (33) foot General tand Office Patent Easement (GLOPE) on the
east side of parcel 217-14-037A, the thirty-three (33) foot General Land
office Patent Easement on the west side, the thirty-three (33) foot General
Land office Patent Easement on the south side and the thirteen (13) feet of
the thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office Patent Easement on the east
side, located on parcel 217-14-038A located at 9875 & 9909 E. McDowell
Mountain Ranch Road. Staff contact person is Doris McClay, 480-312= 4214
Applicant contact person is Michael Leary, 480-991-1111. '



Cla'y, Doris

From: CUI’tlS, Ttm

Sent: _Tuesday, September 10,2019 11 28 AM

To: Betty Janik .

Ce: MichaelPLeary@cox:net; McClay; Dorls :

Suipject; RE: COGS SUPPORTS DEVELOPER ON 8-ZN-2019 Semor lemg at McDowell Mountaln
' Ranch o

Ms.-Janik; : ‘ , _
Thank you for the correspondence A point of clarification is that the proposed removal of ESL zonmg overlay from the

property is part of the 8-ZN-2019 zoning case, not the 5-AB-2019 abandonment case.
- Let.us know if you-have any questions. :

Tim Curtis
Director of Current Planning
City of Sco_ttsdale

f————— —— = P R ov—. - —

From: Betty Janik <cogs. scottsdale@gmanl com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 9:13 AM -

To: City Manager Mailbox <citymanager@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; City Councﬂ <C|tyCounc1l@scottsdaleaz gov>; Pianmng
Commission <Planningcommission@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Cc: MichaelPLeary@cox.net
Subject: COGS SUPPORTS DEVELOPER ON 8-ZN-2019 Senlor Living at McDowell Mountam Ranch

;. Ext mal E‘mailz Please use caution if opening Iir_lks._qr attac_hments!

COGS posmon on 8- ZN 2019 Senior lemg at’ McDowelI Mountain Ranch
Cases 8- ZN- 2019 and 5-AB-2019

September 10, 2019 .
TO: Mayor lLane, City Council, City Managet, and Plénning’ Commission -

COGS supports the position.of the developer that thé’y should NOT be required
to provide access to the State Trust Land to the south:of Case 8-ZN-2019

~ o That parcel can be accessed from Thompson Peak Parkway, which shotild be the access
to that land. This is especially true if the city intends to buy it and use it fo'r a
combination of sports fields and for additional event parking for West World.

e Access off Thompson.Peak Parkway already exists to gain access to existing city owned
assets, including fields, on the east side.of Thompson Peak Parkway ‘

« Access to this state land would be a natural extension of:the existing access.

» The city no longer requires special access across the subject property.
oy _



COGS does NOT support.;removing it from the ESL overlay in Case 5-AB-2019

‘To.do so would set.a very bad precedent and the need to.remove it from,the.overlay goes
away when the city’s request for-access to the state land goes away.
We would hope that reason would prevail and the city will remove any requirement to provide
access to the state trust land through the subject property and also.not.grant removal of the
subject property from the ESL overlay. . -

Coalition of Greater Scottsdale Board of Directors
Betty Janik, President ,

8924 E. Pinnacle Peak Road Suite G-5 PMB 518
Scottsdale, AZ 85255 ‘
www.COGSAZ.net



September 20, 2019

Paul Alessio

- Chairman

‘Scottsdale Planning Commission

© 3939 Drinkwatér Boulevard ) .
Scottsdale,. AZ 85251 ' - D

Dear Chairman Alessio:

We.are disappointed and extremely concemned at an item that has quietly made its way
onto your agenda. It hasto do with jeopardizing the City’s and taXpayer investments in
WestWorld with a proposal to put residential use on a S-acre parcel on McDowell Mountain
Ranch Road, at the east entrance to WestWorld.

As the three signature users of WestWorld that collectively have spent tens of millions of
dollars to help drive Scottsdale tourism, we-cannot understand the policy of supportmg
residential uses near one of City’s key areas of commerce. The more residential there is near
WestWorld the more complaints there are about noise, traffic and, in the case of equf;stnan
events, odor We have evidence of that as the result of one of the City’s regrettable zoning
decisions years ago allowing a large residential development at the northem tip of WestWorld on
Bell Road. Why would it want. to repeat such a mistake now? '

‘We are not opposed to rezonings in’ the area. For example, last year another ‘parcel on |
McDowell Mountain Ranch Road was approved for a storage facility. -Such a place will
obviously not be full of residents'who may complam

If this is not sufﬁclent policy rationale to deny or delay this: request one the apphcant

pnvate-sectm dev elopment in Scottsdale s history that would be exempt from the clty s ESLO

ordinance. Allowing this would. lead to many more Owners askmg for removal of their property
from ESL.

. The-decision to designate plans.as ESL was an important comiunity wide. effort and any
removal of property from ESL deservesextensive public input. Disturbingly; we have-discovered
inconsistences within their formal application with the City that causes concern for us and the '
neighboring communities, In their public notice to Neighboring Property Owners and Interested
Parties that-was sent on April 26, 2019, the applicant states their request for a change in'zoning,
from R1-35 PCD ESL (Single-family Residential within a Planned Community District'in

' Enwronmentally Sensmve Lands) to C-O PC ESL (Commercial Oftlce within a Planned
with the City the applicant has removed the ESL cornponent in.their rezonmg request This has
prevented a community from weighing in regarding this important policy decision to remove
lands from ESL. Additional community outreach is.required to adequately inform the




surrounding property owners that have abided by the current zoning requirements. At a
minimum, the applicant should be required to re-notice their case to inform the public of this
dramatic precedent-setting request. Please delay your decision to allow this to occur.

We ask this application be denied for the foregoing reasons, or, at a minimum, to be
postponed so both we and the City can properly evaluate a proposal that has far more
implications than what h. n conveyed to you to date.

Sincerely,

Craig Jackson

Doy,

Soottsdale Qsantechorae Shaw

cc: Mayor Jim Lane, ilane@scottsdaleaz gov
Vice Mayor Linda Milhaven, Imilhaven@scottsdaleaz.gov
Councilwoman Suzanne Klapp, @scottsdaleaz.gov
Councilwoman Virginia Korte, vkornte@scottsdaleaz. gov
Councilwoman Kathy Littlefield, klintlefield@scotisdaleaz.gov
Councilman Guy Phillips, gphillips@scottsdaleaz. gov
Councilwoman Solange Whitehead, SWhitehead@Scoutsdaleaz.gov
City Manager Jim Thompson, JThompson@scottsdaleaz.gov
Planning Director Randy Grant, rgrant@ScottsdaleAZ.gov

Planning Commission Vice Chair Prescott Smith
Commissioner Kevin Bollinger

Commissioner Ali Fakih

Commissioner Renee Higgs

Commissioner Larry Kush

Commissioner Christian Serena




McCIax, Doris

From: Ruenger, Jeffrey

Sent: Friday, September 27, 2019 2:43 PM

To: McClay, Doris; Acevedo, Alex

Subject: FW: Concern for Housing Project at Thompson Peak and McDowell Mountain Ranch
Attachments: Westworld_5_AB_2019.pdf

From: Jason Alexander <jason.alexander.az@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, September 23, 2019 11:59 PM

To: Planning Commission <Planningcommission@scottsdaleaz.gov>; City Council <CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: Concern for Housing Project at Thompson Peak and McDowell Mountain Ranch

A\ External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
| recently learned that the proposed housing project at the corner of Thompson Peak Parkway and McDowell Mtn
Ranch Road wants to waive their Environmentally Sensitive Lands Overlay designation. This is new information,
that was not part of their April open house. The request changed in their actual application to the City. I've read
this will be the first private development in Scottsdale to be .exempt from the ESLO designation? This is very bad
policy. And as a neighbor, it pierces the buffer zones that make living adjacent to Westworld surprisingly.low-
impact on the residents. | expressed concerns months ago:fo the Developers via Nextdoor about added height,
not adding additional walkways to support expected pedesttian traffic, a residential area on a bad curve. | know
that street extremely well as a nearby driver, dog-runner and cyclist. When Westworld is busy, that road:is a chore
for the few residents living along it. Its not a good mix of uses having a residential project so close to a tourism'hub. -
Residents will chafe at the sports field and truck parking down'in the drainage basin, and the Westworld trallhead which
frequently produces a lot of dust clouds from the horse tracks:
The attached letter from some of the marquee Westworld users is spot-on. Some will howl this favors Jatkson and
the Tourism community. The altemative is a developer who wants height, density, lighting and use exemptions
that don't work for the neighbors on each side - residents and Westworld. And sets an unacceptable precedent. A
General Plan would solve questions like this, and | hope we work towards it after the bond election in November.

Thank you.
Jason Alexander
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From: Ruenger, Jeffrey

Sent: Friday, September 27, 2019 2:43 PM

To: McClay, Doris; Acevedo, Alex

Subject: FW: ESLO change to MMR senior living facility

From: John Dietel <jpd480@cox.net>

Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2019 5:33 PM

To: Planning Commission <Planningcommission@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Cc: City Council <CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Subject: ESLO change to MMR senior living facility

A\ External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
I recently learned that the owner/developer of this proposed facility in MMR is trying to sneak in a change at the last
minute allowing a waiver of ESLO requirements. | would imagine this is to solely save money on their end and
unfortunately most likely reflects how they will treat residents too. | am sick and tired of wealthy people trying to
subvert the rules and government tacitly allowing it. You should hold yourselves and those who want to live i do
business in the city accountable and do the right thing which seems to be just lip service these days. As a MMR resident,
this is probably something that won’t affect me directly, but that doesn’t mean it isn’t right, and voter apathy i |sn ‘t right
either, which is why | took the time to write you this message and hope you hold them accountable to thelr ongmal
plans that were shared with the local community in good faith.,

Regards,

John Dietel
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From:
Sent:
.To:
‘Subject: -

Castro, Lorraine

Wednesday, September 25, 2019 10:05 AM
McClay, Dofis ‘

FW: Planning Commission Public Comment (response #149)

From: Planning Commission <Planningcommission@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2019 5:39.AM

Yo: Castro, Lorraine <Lcasti‘o@scott‘s‘daIeaz.‘gov>

Subject: Planning Commiission Public Comment {response #149)

Planning Commission Public Comment (response #149)

Survey Information
' Site; 'ScottsdaleAZ.gov
Page Title: | Planning Commission PublicCom_m:ent :
URL: hﬂgs:JM.s'mv §Qaiea;.goulboardslg’Ianninggmmissioqlgqp'lfc-

comment

"Submission Time/Date:

9/25/2019 9:38:23 AM

Survey ReSpo_nse

AGENDA ITEM

What agenda item are you
commenting on?

4. 8-ZN-2019. (Senior- Living at McDowell Mountain R

COMNENT

Comment:

build a-5-acre-residential development there.

residential encroachment that might threaten its

director, SCOTT

I am concerned about a project coming fo light at the
edst enirance to WestWord, referring to the request to

WestWorld. is too valuable of an asset to our tourism
industry and as a revenue stream for the city to allow

effectiveness. 1 hope you wilt cantinue to recognize the
importance of WestWorld as you consider this request.
And ultimately, | hope you will deny it. Thanks for your
consideration. With respect, Don Henninger Executive




" Comments are limited to 8,000 characters and may be cut and pasted from another sourée.

PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR NAME:

First & Last Name: 1 Doaneflninger

AND ONE OR MORE OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS:
Email:. ‘ ddnh@Scpttsdale.com

Phone: | (480) 650-2025 B
Address: : 8202 E. Dei Camino Dr., Scottsdale, 85258

Example: 3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd, Scotisdale 85251
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Meeting Date: November 13, 2019

General Plan Element: Land Use -
General Plan Goal: .Create a sense of community through land uses
ACTION

Senior Livin:g at McDowell Mountain Ranch
8-ZN-2019 & 5-AB-2019

Request to consider the following:

1.

A recommendation to City Council regarding a request by owner for a Zoning District Map
Amendment from Single-family Re5|dent|al Planned Community District, Environmentally
Sensitive Lands (R1-35 PCD ESL) to Commercial Office, Planned Community District,
Environmentally Sensitive Lands (C-O PCD ESL) ahd Development. Plan- améndment on a +/-5-
acre site located at 9875 and 9909 E. McDoweII Mountain Ranch Road {217-14-037A and 217-
14-038A).

A recommendation to City Council regarding a request by owner to abandon the thirty-three
(33) foot General Land Office Patent Easernent (GLOPE) on the east side of parcel 217-14-037A,
and to abandon the thirty-fhrée (33) foot General Land Office Patent Easement on the west
side, the thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office Patent Easement on the south side and the
western thirteen (13) feet of the thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office Patent Easement on
the east side of parcel 217- 14-038A Iocated at 9875 and 9909 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch
Road.

Goal /Purpose of Request

- The.applicant’s request is to rezone to a commermal district that allows a reS|dent|aI healthcare

facility and to abandon some of the General Land Office. Patent Easement (GLOPE) on the subject

properties:

Key Items for Consideration

Action Taken

Conformance with General Plan

Access to the property and adjacent properties is not impacted
by proposed abandonment

ReVised rezoning and abandonment request which was
recommended for denial by the Planning Commission on
September 25t

Applicarit requested a continuance at the October 23" meeting. |~ =
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Planning Commission Report | Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

. Letters of support and oppbsition received
OWNER |

Winstar Pro
{602) 525-2469

APPLICANT CONTACT

Michael Leary
480-991-1111

. LOCATION

9875 E McDowell Mountain Ranch Rd. and 9909 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Rd (217-14-037A
and 217- 14—038A)

- BACKGROUND

General Plan

The General Plan Land Use Element de5|gnates the property as Office. This category includes a
variety of office uses. This category provides strict d,evelopment and landscaping requirements to
ensure adjacent residential uses are protected. The proposed rezoning to Commercial Office {C-O)
typically conforms with the Office designation. -

Zoning

The site is zoned Single-family Residential, Planned Community District, Environmentally Sensitive
Lands (R1-35 PCD ESL). The Single-family zoning district(s) allow(s) for single family homes,
recreational, religious and educational facilities. The subject properties were annexed in 1972
(Ordinance 645), rezoned from the County R1-35 to the Single-family zoning district (R1-35) under
case 22-Z-72. In 1991, the Environmentally Sensitive Lands Overlay (ESL) rezoning was approved
and included these properties: The subject properties were included in the Horseman’s Park
Planned Commumty District in 2001 (33-ZN-2000).

These cases were heard by the Pl'anning Commission on September 25, 2019 and the Planning
Commission recommended denial 6 to 0. After that hearing, the applicant amended their rezoning
request by removing their request to rezone out of the En‘vi'ron‘mentally Sensitive Overlay (ESL) and
amended their abandonment case to request the additional 8 feet of the eastern 33 foot-wide GLO
easement on parcel 217-14-038A. '

Context

The subject properties.are located at 9875 and 9909 E. McDowelI Mountain Ranch Road. Please
refer-to context graphics attached.
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Planning Corhmission Report | Senior Living-at McDowell Mountain Ranch

Adjacent Uses.and Zoning

North: ~ E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road, Horseman’s Park subdlwsnon zoned Single-family
Resudentlal Planned Community District, Environmentally Sensmve Lands (R1-5 PCD
ESL) and Graythorn Condominium development zoned Service Residential Planned
Community District, Environmentally Sensitive Lands (S-R PCD ESL)
South: Westworld zoned Western Theme Park (WP) and Arizona Staté Lands zoned Slngle—
" * family, Environmentally Sensitive Lands (R1-35 ESL)

East: Vacant land zoned Single-family Residential, Planned Community Dist,rict_,.
Environmentally Sensitive Lands_ {R1-35 PCD ESL).

West: Westworld zoned Western Theme Park (WP)

‘General LéndOfﬁce Patent Easements (general information)

Within the City of Scottsdale there are General Land Office (GLO) lots or parcels of various sizes
created by the Federal Small Tract Act. This act was-‘passed in 1938 and repealed in 1976.

Most GLO lots were patented with 33-foot {or sometimes 50 foot) roadway and public utility
easements typically “as near as practicable to the éxterior boundaries.”

The city has viewed these patent roadway and utility:easements as assured access at least until
a local circulation plan is established. .
As GLO lots come in for development (i.e., lot splits, subdivisions or requestmg building permits)

staff requires city right-of-way dedications per city circulation plans. The city’s transportation
plan establishes a street system to replace the grid pattern created by the GLO easements.

Any patent éasements in excess of the current requirements to. the cirtuiafibn plans (including

trails), roadway standards, and not reqwred to insure access:to any other lot; may be requested
to be abandoned.

On 1981, Clty Ordinance 1386 was adopted de!egatlng the authorlty for the release of GLO
easements to the Engineering Services Director.

On March 2, 1999, the. City Council repealed Ordinance 1386 and adopted Ordinance 3219
which requires the abandonment of the GLO patent roadway easements to go through the same
public hearing process currently used for all rights=of-way, alleys, and roadway easements. The
City Attorney’s office has concluded that this process for consideration of GLO roadway
abandonment satisfies legal requirements. . '

On August 12, 2005, Arizona Revised Statute section 9-500.4 became effective. ThIS section

gives the local municipality the right to abandon GLO patent easements, and concurs with the
city’s position on abandonment of GLO patent easements. :

Subject GLOs _

The subject 33-foot Geneéral Land Office Patent Easement(s) (GLO) located along the western,
eastern and southern boundaries of' 9875 & 9909 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road were
dedicated in May and July 1954 through patent serial number(s) 1144421 and 1145658, The subject
GLO roadway easements were reserved on the original patént deed to assure legal access.
Currently the GLO easements are unimproved.

Page 3 of 8
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Other Related Policies, References:
Scottsdale General Plan 2001, as amended
Scenic Roadway Designations (1-GP-2004)
Scenic Corridor Design Gusdelmes (7-DR-2003)
. Zoning Ordinance

Local Area Infrastructure Plan (LAIP)
Transportation Master Plan

 APPLICANTS PROPOSAL

Development Information
The development proposal is to rezone for a resudent:al healthcare facility.

Exis’ting Use:
Proppse& Use:

Buildings/Desc’tibtion:

vacant

Ressdentlal healthcare facility

Senior lemg facility with minimal and specnallzed residential

healthcare | A
e Parcel Size: Gross 5.658 acres (246,476 square feet)
Net 5.097 “acr,esi(2'212),068 square feet)
e Building Height Allowed: 48 feet and 32 feet within 100 feet of a R1 District
e Building Height Proposed: 46 feet |
e Parking Required: 197 spaces ,
e Parking Provided: 119 spaces (requestlng a 40% parking reductlon)
e Open Space Required: 53,296 square feet
e Open Space Provided: 85,222 square feet
~® NAOS Required: 53,322 square feet.
e NAOS Provided: 55,901 square feet
e Residential Healthcare Allowed: Specialized 80 beds per gross acre: 32 beds -
Minimal 40 units per gross acre: 210 units
. Residential' Healthcare Proposed: 29 beds for sbecialized |
' 139 units for minimal
IMPACT ANALYSIS
Land Use

‘The proposéd zoning designation of Comfnercial Office, Planned Community District,

Environmentally Sensitive Lands {(C-O PCD ESL) will permit a residential healthcare facilit.y,ja‘nd other
Commercial office uses that are not permitted in the existing Single-family zoning district. The.
Commercial Office zoning district is compatible with the General Plan Office land use designation..

-Page 4 of 8
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Airport Vicinity

The subject property is located within the Airport’s AC-1 Influence area. Commercial uses and
residential healtheare facilities are allowed, but a FAA.determination on the structures and
avig‘ation easement are r’eq'u’ired. :

- Transportation/Trails

The proposed residential healthcare facdlty useis antncnpated to generate 340 daily vehicle trips
compared to the existing single-family zoning which is anticipated at 58 daily vehicle trips based.on
6 dwelling units. An office building of 58,021 square feet would generate 566 daily vehicle trips. The
existing roadway network is desighed to accommodate such traffic. Parking for the proposed site
requires 197 spaces, 119 spaces$ are provided. The applicant is requesting a parking reduction for
the proposed use from City Council based on their submitted parking study which concludes.that

- the residential healthcare use generates the need for fewer parking-spaces than the Zoning
Ordinance. requires. :

The applicant is requesting abandonment of the west 13 feet of the eastern 33-foot-wide GLO. The
remaining 20 feet of GLO would provide future access to thé-southern property from E. McDowell
Mountain Ranch Road. The Transportation department has determined this is acceptable access for
the property to the south.

Water/Sewer

The developer is respon5|ble for constructing new water and sewer service to serve the site, and
there are not anticipated impacts.

Public Safety

The nearest fire station is located at 16701 N 100" Street,. approx1matety one mile from the site. The
subject site is served by Police District 4, Beat 18. The proposed development is not ant:cupa_ted to
have a negative impact on public safety'services.

Public Utilities . .
The public utilities have been notlfled of the applicant’s request The utlllty companies have

indicated that there are no conflicts with the proposed abandonment and support the ‘
abandonment. ' . : ‘ ‘

Open Space/ NAOS

The proposed development will be providing 85,222 square feet:of Open Space (38% of snte) The

required Natural Area Open Space (NAQOS) for the subject property is 53,322 square feet. The
“proposed 55,901 square feet of NAOS area includes the Rio Verde canal area which is applicable for

a 2:1 credit as an archaeological site. The applicant is also requesting abandoning 13 feet of the 33-

foot-wide eastern GLO with a portion of this GLO to be utilizéd as NAOS. ' "

The General Plan Land Use Element (Goal 3, bullet 1; Goal 7, bullet 2) :ntends to ensure that
neighborhood edgés transition to.one another by consudermg appropriate Iand uses and
dévelopment patterns. Furthermore, the Opén Space Element (Goal 1, bullets 1, 10, 11, 14,.15, 17,
.20, and 22) seeks to protect and improve the quality of Scottsdale’s natural and urban
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environments as defined in the quality and quantity of its open spaces. To that end, the Community
Mobility Element (Goal 7, bullet 1) states that scenic corridors should be sensitively integrated, and
that the integrity of this setback is preserved. More specifically, Case 1-GP-2004 identified
MeDowell Mountain Ranch Road as a Desert Scenic Roadway Designation within the 2001 General
Plan. Desert Scenic Roadways are the one mile and half mile roads within the Environmentally
Sensitive Lands Overlay that are not already designated as a Scenic Corridor or Buffered Roadway.
Consequently, staff is recommending a stipulation for the applicant to provide a 20" minimum, 45’
average Desert Scenic Corridor easement along McDowell Mountain Ranch Road, which aligns with
both General Plan policy as well as recent approvals (23-ZN- 2018 and 21-ZN-2004#2) within the
context area.

Community Involvement

Thie applicant.originally mailed notification. letters with the open house information to property
owners within 750-feet of the subject site and a Project Undér Consideration sign was posted on the
site on April 27, 2019. The Open House meéting'was held May 7, 2019 at McDowell Center located
at 16116 N. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. The applicant sent out notification letters to property
owners within 750 feet of the site on the revised zoning application and-abandonment request. The
applicant’s public outreach report is attached to this report.

City staff mailed postcards to property owners within 750-feet of the subject site and interested
parties when the case was submitted and a second postcard notifying them ef the Planning
Commission hearing date, time and location. Staff has received correspondence on this case
(Attachment #13). Correspondence received included concerns on the impacts on Westworld. Some
of the correspondence received was regarding rezoning out of the Env_ironfnentally Sensitive Lands
(ESL), but the applicant has removed that part of the request.

After the September 25, 2019 Pla'nning Commission hearing, the applicant mailed notification
letters with the revised zoning and abandonment information to property owners within 750-feet of
the subject:site.

On November 6, 2019, a letter from the State Lands Department was received in opposition to the
abandonment of the west 13 feet.of the eastern 33-foot-wide GLO on parcel 217-14-038A.

The applicant has posted a sign on the subject property with the hearing date, time and location.

' STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Recommended Approach:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission determine that the proposed zoning district map
amendment and Development Plan amendment are consistent and conform with the adopted
General Plan and make a recommendation to City Council for approval per the attached
stipulations. » '

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission make a recommendation to City Council for
approval of the following:
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e to abandon the thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office Patent Easement (GLOPE) on the
east side of parcel 217-14-037A;

. to abandon the thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office Patent Easement on the west side,
the thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office Patent Easement on the south side of parcel
217-14-038A; and

e to-abandon the western eight (8) feet of the~thirtysthﬁee (33) foot General Land Office
Patent Easement on the east side of parcel 217-14-038A.

Finding that the proposal is consistént with and conforms to the adopted General Plan, subject to
the property owner paying compensation to the City, as determined by City Council, for the
abandonment of right- of—way

R-fE»SPON’S‘lBLE DEPARTMENT[S)

Planning and Development Services
Current Planning Services

STAFF CONTACT(S)

Doris McClay

Senior Planner

480-312-4214 -
E-mail: dmcclay@ScottsdaIeAZ gov
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APPROVED BY

Loani il

Doris McClay, Report Author/

Tim Curi%{ AICP, Current Planning Director
480-312-4210, tcurtis@scottsdaleaz.gov

Ear

Randy Grapt, Director
Planning and Development Services
480-312-2664, rgrant@scottsdaleaz.gov

ATTACHMENTS

[0/29/)9

Date

(1,:1[201 9
Date

ulé‘lun‘i

Date‘

1. Context Aerial

1A. Aerial Close-Up

2. Context Aerial for Abandonment
3. Aerial Close-up for Abandonment
4. Stipulations

Exhibit A to Attachment 4: Development Plan

5. Additional Information

6. Applicant’s Narrative

7. General Plan Land Use Map

8. Zoning Map

9. GLOPE Recorded Documents
10. Abandonment legal and graphic
11. NAOS Plan

12. Traffic Impact Analysis Summary
13. Citizen Involvement

14. Correspondence

15. City Notification Map
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Case 8-ZN-2019

These stiplilations are in order to protect the public heaith, safety, welfare, and the City of Scottsdale.

SITE DESIGN -
1. PROTECTION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Any development on the property is subject to the
" requirements of Scottsdale Revised Code, Chapter 46, Article VI, Protection of Archaeological
Resources, Section 46-134 - Discoveries of archaeological resources during construction.

2. CONFORMANCE TO CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN. Development shall conform with the
conceptual Development plan submitted by Ryan A+E, Inc. and with the city staff date of
8/14/19, attached as Exhibit A to Attachment #4 contingent on compliance with these stipulations
including the required NAQOS. Any proposed significant change to the conceptual site plan, as
determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall be subject to additional action and public
hearings'before the Planning Commission and City'‘Council. ’

3. BUILDING HEIGHT LIMITATIONS. No building on the site shaII exceed 48 feet in helght measured
from existing natural grade.

4. LAND ASSEMBLAGE. Land as'sembla'ge shall be a pre-requisite of any permit issuance.

5. NATURAL AREA OPEN SPACE. Requlred Natural Area Open Space (NAOS) shall be-a minimum of
53,322 square feet.

6. ALTERATIONS TO NATURAL WATERCOURSES. Any proposed aIteration_ to the natural state-of
watercourses with a peak flow.rate of 750 cfs or less based on the 100 year — 2 hour rain event shall
be subject to Development Review Board approval.

7. OUTDOOR LIGHTING. The maximum height of any outdoor lighting source, except-any light sources
for patios and/or balconies; shall be 16 feet above the adjacent finished grade. - :

8. OUTDOOR LIGHTING FOR PATIOS AND BALCONIES. Light sources- that are utilized to illuminate.
patios and/or balconies that are above 16 feet shall be' subject-to the approval of the Development
Review Bpard.

9. -ACCESS RESTRICTIONS. Access to the development project shall conforr to the following
restrictions:.
. There shall be a maximum of one site driveway(s) access location(s) to E McDowell Mountaln
Ranch Road.

b.  The driveway access location to E. McDowell Mouintain Ranch Road shall line up with the
easternmost driveway from Graythorn Development to the north; APN 217-16-940.

10. PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIVITY. Priorto issuance of any permit, the owner shall provide six (6} foot
sidewalk accessible pedestrian route from the main entry of the development to E. McDowell
Mountain Ranch Road.

Version 7- 17 ATTACHMENT 4
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DEDICATIONS -

11. PUBLIC NON-MOTORIZED ACCESS EASEMENT. Prior to issuance of any permit, the owner shall
dedicate a minimum five (5) foot-wide Public Non-Motorized Access Easement to the City of
Scottsdale adjacent to E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. :

12. MULTIZUSE TRAIL EASEMENT. Prior to issuance of any permit, the owner shall dedncate minimum
twenty (20) foot wide Public Non-Motorized Access Easement to the Clty of Scottsdale to contain
the multi-use trail along the Verde" Canal

13. DESERT SCENIC ROADWAY SETBACKS LOCATION, EASEMENT, AND IMPROVEMENTS. Prior to
issuance of any permit for the development project, the owner shall dedicate a minimum 20- foot
wide and ave’réée 45-foot continuous-Scenic Corridor Easement to-across the lot along the E.
McDowell Mountain.Ranch Road front. The width of the Scenic Corridor Easement shall be
measured from the'right-of-way. Unless otherwise approved by the Develop_ment_Re'view Board, the
area within the Scenic Corridor Easement shall be left in.a natural condition.

14. AVIGATION EASEMENT. Prior to the issuance of any permit, the owner shall dedicate an Avigation
Easement, in a form acceptable to the City Attorney, or designee. '

INFRASTRUCTURE

15. CONSTRUCTION COMPLETED. Prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy or- Cemfcatlon of
Shell Building, whichever-is first, for the: dev_elopment project, Athe, owner shall complete all.the -
infrastructure and improvements required by the Scottsdale Revised Code-and these stipulations.

16. STANDARDS OF IMPROVEMENTS. All improvements {curb, gutter, sidewalk, curb ramps, driveways,
pavement, concrete, water, wastewater, etc.) shall be constructed in'accordance with the applicable
City of Scottsdale Supplements to the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) Uniform
Standard Specifications and Details for Public Works Construction, Maricopa Association, of
Governments (MAG) Unlforrn Standard Specifications and Details for-Public Works-Construction, the
Design Standards and Poluues Manual (DSPM), and all other appllcable ity codes and policies.

17. CIRCULATION IMPROVEMENTS. Prior to any permiit issuance for the development project; the
owner shall submit and obtain approval of construction documents to construct the following.
improvements:

a. EMCDOWELL MOUNTAIN RANCH ROAD. Full half street major Collector cross-section along site
frontage including two vehicular travel lanes, bike lane, center two-way left turn lane, curb,
gutter and an eight (8) foot curb separated sidewalk, which may be brought to back of curb at
" locations of conﬂlct with existing headwall focations or other such permanent structures.

18. WATER AND WASTEWATER IMPROVEMENTS. The owner shall prov1de all water and wastewater
: infrastructure improvements, including'any new service lines, connection, fire-hydrants, and
manholes necessary to serve the development.

19 FIRE HYDRANT. The owner shall provide fire hydrant(s) and rélated water mfrastructure adjacent to
lot, in the locations determined by the Fire Department Chief, or designee,

REPORTS AND STUDIES
20. MASTER DRAINAGE PLAN. As stated in the preliminary drainage report, the development site is
currently impacted by significant offsite flows and floodplain originating at the noérth termination of
the Rio Verde Canal iocated near the northeast corner of the site. As such, the feasibility of the
proposed drainage plan and site layout for the proposed development is dependent upon the
Version 7- 17 ' '
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21.
22.

23.

Version 7- 17

approval and implementation of the improvements as set forth in the proposed master drainage
plan for this parcel and the-two parcels to the east that will remove this off-site flow and floodplain
affecting the-development site. As a result, the approval of the development reviewcase for the
proposed development will be contingent upon the submission and approval of the drainage master
plan and the satisfactory completion of the stipulations contained in the master drainage plan.

While the'drainage master plan is yet to be formally approved, the master plan will need to address

t—he foilowing issues which will be stipulations to the drainage plans approval:

a. 'The Arizona State Land Department (ASLD) must approve theiimpacts fo thelr parcel relating to

the master plan.

b. Waestworld must approve drainage-related impacts:to its facilities in general including the
existing maintenance facility crossing of the remnant wash including mitigation of adverse
impacts to the same. -

BASIS OF DESIGN REPORT (WATER). With the Development Review Board:submittal, the owner shall
submit a Final Basis of DesignReport for Water for the devélop}nent project in-accordance with the
Design Standards and Policies Manual. _ _

BAS!IS OF DESIGN REPORT (WASTEWATER). With the Development Review Board submittal, the
owner shall submit-a Final Basis of Design Report for Wastewater for the development project in
accordance with the Design Standards and Policies Manual.

FAA DETERMINATION. With the Development Review Board Application, the owner shall submlt a
copy of the FAA Determination letter on the FAA FORM 7460-1 for-any proposed structures-and/or
appurtenances that pe_netréfe the 100:1 slope. The elevation of the highest point of those
strictures, including the appurtenances, must be detailed in the FAA form 7460-1 submittal. .
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I INTRODUCTION

The original rezoning application was filed in May for a vacant 5-acre parcel located east of 98" Street
on the southside of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road (MMRR) from R1-35 PCD ESL (Single-family
Residential within a Planned Community District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to C-O PCD ESL
(Commercial Office within a Planned Community District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to allow .a
senior. care facility. Concurrent with the zoning application was a request to abandon all GLO (Government
Land Office) access easements on the property.

After filing the application City Transportation staff proposed dedicating -a'30” wide right-of-way. and
construction of a 600° long and 24’ wide roadway along the eastern length of the property. Transportation
staff’s proposed roadway dedication resulted in the loss of 18,000 square feet of NAOS (Natural Area Open
Space) fequired by ESL standards making the project severely deficient in meeting theé minimum NAOS
requirement. As the property abuts WestWorld which does not have the ESL overldy zoning; an amendment to
the application was filed in August to remove the ESL overlay with the development plan remaining unchanged:
including the amount and location of undisturbed and revegetated landscaping

Transportation staff has now eliminated the requirement for the roadway dedication and construction.
Consequently, the project can once agaln meet its NAOS requirement and allow the ESL overlay zonmg to be
restored as originally proposed.

. SITE AND SURROUNDING PROPERTIES

The site is an irregularly-shaped parcel backing up to the Bureau of Reclamation property that contains
the large CAP drainage basins and WestWorld support facilities. North of MMRR are Graythorn condominium
townhomes and Horseman’s Park single-family subdivision. East' of Horseman’§ Park to Thompson Peak.
Parkway (TPP) are the Kota (formerly Dakota) apartments. East of the property is a vacant 4.5-acre parcel
" planned for a multi-family development, a recéntly approved storage facility and the existing gas station at TPP.




T0. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The development consists of single building with three floors (39" in height along MMRR although 48’
is permitted). containing' 161 units that-encircle a central coustyard.. The facility will have separate entrances and
drop-off areas for independent/assisted and memory care. The project far exceeds ordinance requirements for
total Open Space. A large triangular area at the northeast corner of the property contains a remnant of the little-

‘known Rio Verde 'Canal: (berm)- which has been feclaimed by dense native vegetation and will be left
untouched. The building design concept will incorporate a contemporary : southwest theme compatible with the
existing residential areas: Landscapmg will consist ef native desert plants and provide a dense tree screen along
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IV. ZONING AND GENERAL PLAN REVIEW

The. property retains the County 1972 annexation R1-35 zoning (one house per acre) which was the
zohing classification of most of the County north of the CAP Canal. Post annexation all the surrounding
developments were rezoned to their present use. The R1 -35 current zoning does NOT comply with the City’s
General Plan “Conceptual Land Use Map” which ‘indicates “Office”. The “Office” designation equates.to the:
“Comumercial Office (C-0)” zoning district which typically develops with multi-story offices that can.generatea
significant amount of traffic, noise, lighting and activity. A “residential health-care facility” is also an allowed
use and conversely generates minimal ‘traffic, noise, lighting, and activity. The usé is generally considered
benign and compatible with both residential and non-residential areas. Furthermore, the proposed use provides
greater benefits in satisfying the overall Genéral Plan’s Policies and Goals per Attachment A.

V. PARK]NGAMENDMENT :

The subnuttcd Kimley-Hom, parking demand study substa.ntlates that residential health care (congregate -
care) generates far fewer spaces than currently required by ordinance. Previous parking studies for other
facilities in the City have reached the same conclusion and have been the basis for routine approvals of 20%
reductions ‘allowed at a staff level. However, those same studies have indicated that a significantly greater
reduction is warranted. In prior discussions with staff regarding a text amendment, significantly lower parking
requirements: have been supported. In the absence of a text amendment the only other relief mechanism is
through the City Council. Understandably most developers avoid the lengthy public hearing process to achieve
reductions that reflect true démand. ‘As the proposed Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch is already in
the public hearing process, requesting-the parking reduction is a way to further meet many of the stated-goals of
the General Plan by encouraging environmentally sensitive and sustainable development that respects the desert
setting by reducing solar heat gain, minimizing m1perv10us surfaces and runoff, and utilizing best practlces for
smart development. - i

Another parking study that sipports greater reductions was conducted by J2 Engineeriiig for thc Wolff
Scottsdale. Senior Living facility at 8225 E. Indian Bend Road. At 159 units Scottsdale’s parking requirement is
1.25 spaces/unit (199 spaces) yet the parking study calculated 0.43 spaces/unit (68 spaces) per ITE parking
geperation rates and .other Valley cities averaging 0.48 spaces/unit (83 spaces). The subject project has 161
units and the City’s current ordinance requirement is 1.25 spaces/umt (202 spaces). Prior to the City’s current-
ratio of 1.25 spaces/unit, the zoning ordinance required a rmmmum of 0.75 spaces/unit (119 spaces) which is
also the ratio proposed for’ the project. :

VI  GLO ABANDONMENT |

GLO easéments were legal méchanisms which created right-of-way to ensure future access through, and
to the interior of, lots or parcels created by the U.S. Small Tract Act of 1938, and was enacted in response to
requests by- primarily World War I Servicemen who wanted to move out in the desert for health and recreational
purposes. The Small Tract Act was the only method of making federal land available. Local counties were
enthusiastic about "getting lands on the tax rolls", and were not concernéd about infrastructure {roads, water,
power, schools) to support such developmient. Small tract land patents were granted by the General Land Office
(which merged with the United States Grazing Service in 1946 to form the US Bureau of Land Management).
These patents transferred property owned by the U.S. government to private ownership. The parcels were
generally S acres in size and the Government retained 33’ wide easements across the property or along the:
perimeter of the properties for roadways and public utilities to serve the patent properties.



Remnant GLO easements are located within the interior and along the eastern and southernmost portions
of the property. A 20° portion of the eastern GLO ' is being maintained. GLO easements have alteady been -
administratively abandoned north of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road and. east of 98" Street. Contrary to the
City’s eurrent compensation policy, Arizona Revised Statutes provides per the abstract below the abandonment
of GLO easements “in the same manrier as other easements”. Note that all other easements in the City are
abandoned administratively and without compensation. '

*9-500.24. Federal patent easements; city and town abandonment

A city or town; by its own motion or-at the request of a property. 6wner; may abandon a federal patent
easement established by the small tract act of 1938 that the city or town determines, after notifying and
obtaining the consent of all affected utilities, is not being used by the public or is no longer necessary in
the same manner as other easements. are abandoned.”
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Revision 3-11

PLANNING/DEVELOPMENT

- DEVELOPMENT CONTINGENCIES Each element of this zoning case—including  density/intensity,
lot/unit placement, access and other development contingencies—mdy be changed as more
information becomes available to address public: health, safety.-and welfare issues related to
) drainage, open space, infrastructure and other requirements. : :

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD. The City Couincil directs the Development Review Board's attention
Ctor —_— :

a. a planindicating thetreatment of washes and wash crossings,
" b. wall design,

c. the type, height, design, and mtensm/ of proposed lighting on’ the sute to ensure that it is
compatible with the adjacent use,

d. scenic corridors and buffered parkway’s, '

e. improvement plans for common open space, common buildings and/or walls, and amenities
such.as ramadas, landscape buffers.on public and/or private property (back-of-curb to right-
-of-way or access easement line included). .

f. major stormwater management systems,

g. alterations to natural watercourses (all watercourses wuth a 100 year flow of 250 cfs to 749 .
cfs), and .

h. .signage.

RESPONSIBILITY FOR CONSTRUCTION OF INFRASTRUCTURE. The developer shall be responsible for
all improvements associated with the development or phase of the development and/or required
for actess or service to the development or phase of the development. Improvements shall include,
but not be limited to washes, storr drains, drainage structufes, water systems, sanitary sewer.
systems, curbs and gutters, paving, sidewalks, streetlights, street signs, and landscaping. The
granting of zoning/use permit does not and shall not commit the cnty to provide any of these
improvements.

EASEMENTS DEDICATED BY PLAT. The owner shall dedicate to the city on the final plat, all
easements necessary to serve the site, in conformance with-the Scottsdale Revised (;ode and the
" Design Standards and Policies Manual.

'EASEMENTS CONVEYED BY SEPARATE INSTRUMENT Prior to issuance of any building permlt for the
development project, each easement conveyed to the city separate from a final plat shall be
conveYéd-byan'instr.ur'nent or map.of dedication.subject to city staff approval, and accompanied by
a title policy in favor of the City, in conformance with the Design Standards-and Policies Manual.

FEES. The construction of water and sewer facilities necessary to serve the site shall not be in-lieu of
those fees that.are applicable at the time building permits are granted. Fees shall include, but not

. . _ . Page 1 0f'2
ATTACHMENT 5

3.




Cases 8-ZN-2019 & 5-AB-2019

Senior Living at McDowell
| Mo_untain_Ranch |

9909 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road
by

'SCW Holdings, LLP

Prepared by

Michael Leary .
Michael P. Leary LTD
10278 E. Hillery Drive

Scottsdale, AZ 85255

May 9,2019.
Amended Julyl, 2019
Amended July 31, 2019
Amended October 4, 2019

)

ATTACHMENT 6



L INTRODUCTION ’

The original rezoning application was filed in May for a vacant 5-acte. parcel located east of 98™ Street
on the southside of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road (MMRR) from R1-35 PCD ESL (Single-family
Residential within. a Planned Community District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to C-O PCD ESL
(Commercial Office ‘within a Planned Community District in Environmentally ‘Sensitive Lands) to allow a
Senior care facility. Concurrent with the zoning application was a request to abandon all GLO (Government
Land Office) access easements on the property.

After filing the application City Transportation staff proposed dedicating a 30 wide right-of:way:and
construction of a 600’ long and 24’ wide roadway along the eastern length of the property. Transportation
staff’s proposed roadway dedication resulted in the loss of 18,000 square feet of NAOS (Natufal Area Open
Space) fequired by ESL standards making the project severely deficient in meeting the minimum NAOS
requirement. As the property abuts WestWorld which does not have the'ESL overlay zoning, an amendment to
the application was filed in August to remove the ESL overlay with the developmerit plan remaining unchanged
including the amount and location of undisturbed and revegetated landscaping

Transportation staff has now eliminated the requirement for the roadway dedication and construction.
Consequently, the project can once agam meet its NAQS: requirement and atlow the ESL overlay zoning to be
restored as originally proposed.

I.  SITE AND SURROUNDING PROPERTIES

The site is an irregularly-shaped parccl backing up to the Bureau of Reclamation property that contains
the large CAP drainage basins and WestWorld support facilities: North of MMRR are Graythom condomminium
townhomes and Horseman’s Park single-family subdivision. East of Horseman’s Park to Thompson Peak
Parkway. (TPP) are the Kota (formetly Dakota) apartments. East of the property is a vacant 4.5-acre parcel
planned for a miilti-family development,a recently approved storage facility and the existing gas station at TPP.




IL PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The development consists of single bu1ldmg with three floors (39’ in helght along MMRR although 48’
is permitted) containing 161 units that encircle a central courtyard. The facility will have separate entrances and
drop-off areas for independent/assisted and memory care. The project far exceeds ordinance requirements for
total Open Space. A large triangular area at the northeast corner of theproperty contains a remnant of the little-
known Rio Verde Canal (berm) which has been reclaimed by dense native vegetation and. will be left
untouched. The building design concept will incorporate a contemporary southwest theme compatible with the

existing residential areas. Landscaping will consist of native desert plants and provide a.dense tree screen along
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IV. ZONING AND GENERAL PLAN REVIEW

" The-property retains the County'1972 annexation R1-35 zoning (one hotuse per acre) which -was the
zoning classification of most of the County north of the CAP Canal. Post annexation all the surrounding
developments were rezoned to their present use. The R1-35 current zoning does NOT comply with the City’s
General Plan “Conceptual Land Use Map” which indicates “Office”. The “Officé” designation equates to the
“Commercial Office (C-O)” zoning district which typically develops with multi-story offices that can generate a
significant ameunt of traffic, noise, lighting and act1v1ty ‘A “residential health care facility” is also an allowed
use and conversely generates minimal traffic, noise, lighting, and activity. The use is generally considered
benign and compatlble with both residential and non-residential areas. Furthermore, the proposed use provides
greater benefits in satlsfymg the overall General Plan’s Pollcles and Goals per Attachment A. R

V.  PARKING AMENDMENT

The submitted Kimley-Hom parking demand study substantiates that residential health care (congregate
care) generates far fewer spaces than currently required by ordinance. Previous parking studies for other
facilities in the City have reached the same conclusion and have been the basis for routine approvals of 20%
reductions allowed at a staff level. However, those same studies have indicated that a significantly greater
reduction'is warranted. In prior discussions with. staff regarding a text amendment, significantly lower parking
requirements have been supported. In the absénce of a text amendment the orily other relief mechanism is
through the City Council. Understandably most developers avoid the lengthy public hearing process to achieve
reductions that reflect true demand. As the proposed Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch is already in
the public hearing process, requesting the parking reduction is a way to further meet many of the stated goals of .
the General Plan by encouraging environmentally sensitive and sustainable development that respects the desert
setting by reducing solar heat' gain, minimizing impervious surfaces and runoff, and. utilizing best practices for

“smart developmenit. ‘

Another parking study that supports greater reductions was conducted by J2 Engineering for the Wolff
Scottsdale Senior Living facility at 8225 E. Indian Bend Road. At 159 units Scottsdale’s parking requirement is
1.25 spaces/unit (199 spaces) yet the parking study calculated 0.43 spaces/unit. (68 spaces) per ITE parking

* generation rates and other Valley cities averaging 0.48 spaces/unit (83 'spaces). The subject project has 161
units and the City’s current ordinance requirement is 1.25 spaces/unit (202 spaces). Prior to the City’s current
rfatio of 1.25 spaces/unit, the. zoning ordinance required a minimum of 0,75 spaces/unit (119 spaces) which is.
also the ratio proposed for the project. ‘

Vi. GLO ABANDONMENT

GLO easements were lega] mechanisms Wthh créated right-of-way to ensure future access through, and
to the interior of, lots or parcels created by the U.S. Small Tract Act of 1938, and was enacted in response to

. requests by primarily World War I Servicemen Who wanted to move out in the desert for health and recreational

purposes. The Small Tract Act was the only method of making federal land available. Local courities were
eénthusiastic about "getting lands on the tax rolls", and were not concerned about infrastructure {roads, water,
power, schools) to support such development. Small tract land patents were granted by the General Land Office
(which merged with the United States Grazing Service in 1946 to form the US Bureau of Land Management).
These patents transfeited property owned by the U.S. government to ptivate ownership. The parcels were
generally 5 acres in size and the Govermnment retained 33” wide easements across the property or along the
~ perimeter of the properties for roadways and public utilities to sérve the-patent properties.



Remnant GLO easements are located within the interior-and .along the eastern and southernmost portions
of the property. A 20’ portion of the eastern GLO is being maintained. GLO easéments have already been
administratively abandoned north of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road and east of 98" Street. Contraty to the
City’s current compensation policy, Arizona Revised Statutes prov1des per the abstract below the abandonment
of GLO easements “in the same manner as other easements”. Note: that all other easements in the City are
abandoned administratively and without compensation.

“9-500.24. Federal patent easements: city and town abandonment .

A city or town, by its own motion or at the request of a property owner, may abandon a federa! patent’
easement established by the small tract act of 1938 that the city or town determines, after notifying and
obtaining the consent of all affected utilities, is not being used by the public or is no Ionqer necessary in
the same manner as other easements are abandoned y
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" mﬂﬂhe WUnited States fnfgtﬁ_eri:&,

T all to whon these presents shall conte, Greeting:

WHEREAS 'a Certificate of the Land 0ff40e &t Mk Arisena,
is now deposited in the Bureau of Land-Management, whereby it appears that full payment has been made

by the claimant Altom B, Parker, :

pursuant to the’ prov1smns of the Act of Congress approved June 1, 1938 (52 Stat. 609), entitled “An
Act to provide for the purchase of public Jands for home and other sites," and the acts supplemental there-
to, for the follomng-descnbed land:

- Gt1m nd Salt River Mﬂu,“mvnm'.
To 3 Wop He 5 RBep
- 8e0. 3, iot M.

Thearea, descnhed contains 5 acres, according to the Official Plat of the Survey of the said Lard,
on file in the Bnmau of Laml Managmnent *

NOW KNOW YE, That the UNITED STATES OF MRICA in consideration of the prenuses and
in conformity with the sevetal Acts of Gongress in such case made and provided, HAS GIVEN" AND
GRANTED, and by these presents DOES:GIVE AND GRANT uhto the said claimant and to the heirs
of:the said claimsut * the Tract above described; TO HAVE AND TO HOLu the‘same, together with ali
the nghm privileges, immunities, and appurtenances, of ' whatsoever nature, thereunto belonging, unto the
said elaimant &nd to the heirs and assigns of the said claimant forever; subject to any vested and
accrued water riglits for mining, agricultural, manufacturing, or other purpuses, and rights to ditches and
reservoirs used in'connection with such water rights, as may be recognizéd and acknowledged by the local
custom.s, laws, and decisions of courts; . and there is feserved from the lands hereby granted, a nghb-of-way
thereon for ditchss or canals mnstmcted by the authonty of the United Statzs. Excepting and reserving,

- also, to the Umtefl States, all coal oil, gas, and other mineral deposits, in tha land so-patented, together

with'the right to prospect for, mine, and remove the same according to the provistons of said Act of June
1,1938. 'This patent is subject to a right-of-way not exceeding 8 feet in width, for roadway and-public

tllxhes purposes, ‘tobe Jocated aorose sald 1mnd or as neer as pracilesdls to the exterior

Excepting a.nd reserving, also to the United States, pursuant to the f pmvmlons of the:Act of August1, 1946
(60 Stat. 755), all uraniom, thorium, or any other material which is-or may be determined to be peculiarly
essential to the production of fissionable materials, whether or not of commercial value, together with the
nght of the Uuited States through its authonzed agents or representatlvea at any tinmie to énter upon the
land-and prospect for, mine, and remove the: same

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, the undersxg'ned authorized officer- of the
" Bureau of Land Msnagement, in accordance with the provisions of
the Act.of June 17, 1948 (62 Stat. 476), has, in the name of the
Utited States, caused these letters to be made Patent, and the Seal
of the Bureau to be hereunto affixed.
GIVEN under my ha.nd in t.he District of Columbia, the TWENTY=
[sgaL] _ FIRST dayof . SULY ‘in the year of our Lord one thousand nine
hundred and. PIFTY-FOUR and of the Independence of the
United States the one hundred and  SSVENTY-RINTH.

For the Director, Bureau of Land Management.

B.C Haohets

Chicf, Patents Syt Unlta

‘Patent No. 1+ + 4BHRN ‘ By ..

% 5. GUVEANRENY FRIRTING OFFICE 10— #87d4~1
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The %Imteb States of gmema

o all ta whom these presents shall covie, Greeting:

. ’

WHERREAS, a Certificate of theLand and Swyvwy 0ffiee at Fhosmix, Arizoma, '
is now deposited in the Burcau of Land Management, whereby it appears- ‘thatfull payment hag:been made

by. the claimant w LeRoy Grizel

pursuant to the provisions of thé Act of Congress pproved June 1, 1938 (52 Stat. 609), entitled “An
Act to provide for the purchase of public lands for home and other sntes,” and the acts supplemental there-
to, for the followmgdescnbed land:

Gih and sdt R!vu- thrm:!an, Arisima, ’ ' :
, : ' 'r».;n., RSB, '
Ses. 5, lot 38,

The area described contains 8 acres, according tothe Oﬂiclal Plat of the Survey of the said Land,
-on file in the Bureau of Land Management:

NOW KNOW YE, That:the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, in consideration of the premises, and-
in conformity with the several Acty of Congress in such case made and provided, HAS GIVEN. AND-
GRANTED, and by these presents DOES GIVE AND GRANT unto the said claimant. and to the heirs
of thé said.claimant the Tract abiovedescribed; TO'HAVE AND TOQ HOLD' the same, together ‘with all .
the‘rights, privileges, immunities, and appurtenances, of whatsoever nature, ‘thereunts belonging, unto’ the - - -
said claimant and to the heirs and assigns of the said claimant forever; subject to any vested and = . .
accrued water rights for mining, agricultural, manufacturing, or other purposges; and rights to ditchesand -, .. ”
‘veservoirs.used in connection with such water rights,.as may be recognized and acknowledged by the local L T
customs, laws, and decisions of courts; and there is reserved from the Jands hereby granted, a. nght—of-way
_thereon for ditches or cansls- constructed by the. authority of the United States. Excepting'and reserving,
also; to the United States, all coa! oil, gag, and other: mineral deposits, in the land so patented, together . .
with the right to prospect for, mine, and remove the same according to the provisions of said Act of June - ;
. 1,1938. . This patent is subject to a right-of-way not exceeding 33 feet i in width, for roadway and public
- uuhtlapurposes tobelocatedmoun!dlmﬂwumrumo‘uubhtnﬂmm o

Excepting and reserving, also to the Umted States, purswmt to the provisions of the Act of August 1,1946 '
(60 Stat..766), all-uranium, thorium,. ofany other materigl which is or may be determined to be peculiarly
-egsential to the productlon of fissionable materials, whether or not of .cornmercial value, together with the
right of the United States through its authorized agents or representatives at any time to enter upon the

" land and prospect for. mine, and remove the same. . -

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, the "undersigned authorized officer of the
-Bureau .of Land ‘Management, in-accordance with the provisions of
the Act of June 17, 1948 (62 Stat. 476), has, in the name of the
United States, caused these letters to be made Patént, and the Seal
~  of the Bureau.tobehereunto affixed.
GIVEN under my. hand in the District of Columbia, the FPLEVENEH
[sAL] | dayof MAY in the'year of our Lord one thousand nine
@ ' o , hundred and  FIPTY-FOUR and of the Independence of the
United,Stat;ésth_e;one-hundréd-_z_md» SEVESTY-RIGHTH.

For the Director, Bureau 6f Land Management.

1 Ckw{. [’rmechtm
H. # CONEANMZINT PolaTIma ﬂ'"l:l "1' ﬂ-‘:fd'l




EXHIBIT A

' LEGAL DESCRIPTION
G.L.O. PATENT RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC
UTILITIES PURPOSES ABANDONMENT

AN ABANDONMENT OF PORTIONS OF THE RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC UTILITIES
PURPOSES DESCRIBED WITHIN MCR DOCKET 2904, PAGE 175, PATENT NUMBER 1144421

LOCATED IN GOVERNMENT LOT 38 OF SECTION 5, TOWNSHIP 3 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST OF THE
GILA AND SALT RIVER MERIDIAN MARICOPA COUNTY ARIZONA, MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED

AS FOLLOWS

THE EAST 33.00 FEET OF SAID GOVERNMENT LOTI 38.

EXCEPT THE SOUTH 280.00 FEET AND. THE WEST 120.00 FEET THEREOGF,
AND

EXCEPT ANY NORTHERLY PORTION BOUNDED BY THE SOUTH LINE. DESCRIBED N
MCR DOCUMENT 1999-0821451.

EXHIBIT B MADE A PART BY REFERENCE HEREON

5-AB-2019
07/01/2019
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EXHIBIT B

LEGAL DESCRIPTION
G:L.O. PATENT RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC
UTILITIES PURPOSES ABANDONMENT

E. MCDOWELL MOUNTAIN RANCH RD.

120’

33" PORTION
ABANDONED -

WINSTAR PRO LLC

’ P : - -
33 APN: 217-14-037A

|

|

-

|

I

|

GLO LOT 38 |

: PARCEL 1 [

- ‘ —

!

! |
‘ 1
| '

|

A R
33.00 FEET GLO | [
RATENT #1144421, USA-BOR I
MCR DKT: 2904 APN: 217—-14-037B E'g N
PG:175, RIGHT OF GLO LOT 38 1R :

WAY FOR ROADWAY |
AND PUBLIC P
UTLTES PURPOSES ~ ~ ™| L IRE

i 1

EXHIBIT A MADE A PART BY REFERENCE HEREON

aLANDCOR

CONSULTING

6859 E. Rembrandt Ave, 124
Mesa, AZ 85212

Ph: (48Q) 223-8573 -
landcorconsulting.com

OATE: 6/19/19 ABANDONMENT _ o8 o,
- [seawis EXHIBIT B 1617




EXHIBIT A

G.L.O. PATENT RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC
: UTILIMES PURPOSES ABANDONMENT

AN "ABANDONMENT OF PORTIONS OF ‘THE RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC. UTILTIES .

~ PURPOSES DESCRIBED WITHIN MCR DOCKET 2397,

PAGE 159, PATENT NUMBER 1145658 - -

LOCATED IN GOVERNMENT LOT 39 OF SECTION 5, TOWNSHIP 3 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST OF THE
GILA AND SALT RIVER MERIDIAN, MARICOPA COUNTY ARIZONA; MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED

AS FOLLOWS:

THE SOUTH 33.00 FEET, AND WEST 33.00 FEET OF SAID GOVERNMENT LOT 3.

~ EXCEPT THE EAST 33.00 FEET AND THE SOUTH 280.00 FEET OF THE WEST 180.00 FEET

THEREOF
AND

EXCEPT ANY NORTHERLY PORTION BOUNDED BY THE SOUTH .LINE DESCRIBED IN

MCR. DOCUMENT 1999-0821451.

EXHIBIT B MADE A PART BY REFERENCE HEREON .

6859 E. Rembrandt Ave, 124

Ph:{480) 223-8573

L -. : "“IC_ é—\ N C | % Mesa, AZ 85212

landcorconsulting.com:

DATE: :9/9/19

ABANDONMENT

| scaLe: nts

EXHIBIT A

JOB NO.

1617




EXHIBITB

LEGAL DESCRI

PTION

G.L.O. PATENT RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC
UTILITIES PURPOSES™ ABANDONMENT

E. MCDOWELL MOUNTAIN RANCH RD.

APN: 217-14-038B

I
: GO LOT 39 | |2 GLO LOT 40
' 2| gé . SE. COR
: R/W TO g2 / 6LO LOT 40
D REMAIN | |3 . FND GLO B.C.
I VAN I S N

EXHIBIT A MADE A PART BY REFERENCE HEREON

APN: 217-14-039A

L-17040 R=751.81 - ———
,, SBIBO'SIE 82216 £=12'59'09"
®&——- - G S -1-
' MCR 1999~ 0_*?.2&4_5‘_ TR
JIT — \:\I Ry
| I I e
0 C0S BRASS: B e |
WINSTAR PRO. LLC =1 Liap AT | D=28"52'5\2\"’ )
APN:217-14-037A o CENTERLINE | !
. GLO LOT 38 | | L=378.97
|G AT PARCEL T | 33 pormoN | R=T51.81
L GENTERUNE ™ [ AsAvooNe I |
AND N.W. COR | | i
' _ . C0S BRASS
OF GLO. LOT 37 I WINSTAR PRO LLC l ~ CAP AT ™~
| APN: 217~14-038A | CENTERLINE P
6LO LOT 39 AND E. LINE 19
:, | PARCEL 2 : 6LO. LOT40  |u
I
I I |
I I . '8
I - | \13FEET{a |
| |
[ ED
33.00 FEET GLO. PATENT #1145658, I I ABANDON
MCR DKT:2397 PG:159, RIGHT OF Ly | !
WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC L 180 |
"UTILITES PURPOSES I |
| ' I “JAT DOVE .-
| USA-BOR | CAPITAL LLC = !
I |
I |
| .
|

PLANDCOR

CONSULTING

6859 E. Rembrandt Ave, 124

Mesa, AZ 85212
Ph: (480) 223-8573

Iandtorco'nsultihg;feprj'n
DATE: 9/9/19 ABAN’DONMENT, _ . ;JQB NO..
SCALE: NTS EXHIBIT B_ 17
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(1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

o = NFRODUETION i =~ et o7t R o amard e 500 o s wior

This repor.f documents a traffic impact analysis performed for a proposed senior living facility located on
the south side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road at 99" Place in Scottsdale, Arizona. The site will
include assisted living and congregate care facility land uses and is anticipated to be built out by 2021."

1.2 REPORT PURPOSE'AND OBJECTIVES

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., has'been retained by SCW Holdings, LLP to perform the traff ic impact
analys:s for the proposed development.

The purpose of this. study is to address traffic and transportation nmpacts of the proposed development on
' Asurroundmg streets and intersections: This traffic analysis was prepared based on criteria set forth by the
City of Scottsdale Transportation Impact and Mitigation Analysis, Category Il. The specific objectives of
this study are:

e To evaluate lane requirements an aII existing roadway Ilnks and at all existing intersections within the
study area;

i

e To determine future level of service (LOS) for all existing intersections within the study area and
recommend any capacity-related lmprovements

e To determine hecessary lane configurations at all new driveways within the proposed development in
order to provide acceptable future levels of service; -

‘e To evaluate the need for auxiliary lanes at'all study area intersections; and

e To evaluate the need for future traffic signals.
1.3 PRINCIPAL FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS .

The proposed development is expected to generate 340 daily trips, with 14 trips occurring in the AM peak
hour and 31 trips occurring in the PM peak hour. To ensure that the estimate of the traffic impacts is the
maximum that can be expected, it is assumed that the SIte WIII be 100 percent occupled upon buildout in
2021.

e The signalized intersection of Thompson Peak Parkway and McDowell Mountain Ranch Road is
expected fo operate at an acceptable level of service in 2021, with-the exception of the southbound
feft-turn lane and the eastbound thru lane in the PM peak period.

. fhe unsignalized intersection of 98" Street and McDowell Mountain. Ranch ﬁoad‘, afnd the site
driveways are expected to operate at an acéeptable level of service in 2021.

e |tis recommended that a continuous twe-way left-turn fane be. striped to providé access for the left
turning movements into the site driveways and to maintain access to the existing private streets on
the north side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road.

SWC 99h Place and McDowell Mountain Ranch Road | Transportatlon Impact and Mmgatlon Analysm
May'2019 e e e e
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e It is-recommended that sight triangles be provided at all site access points to give drivers exiting the
" site a clear view of oncoming traffic. The landscaping within sight triangles must not obstruct. drivers’
views of the adjacent travel lanes. Sight distance should be provided at all street intersections and
where dnveways intersect with. streets per Secfion 5-3.123 Part D of Clty of Scottsdale De5|gn
Standards & Policies Manual.

20 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

2:4° SITELQCATION ... - loop’ i

The. proposed development, a senior care facility, is located on the south Side of McDowell Mouritain
Rarich Road at 99" Place in Scottsdalé; Arizona. The project location is shown in Figure 1.

2:2 - LAND-USE-AND. SITE:REAN v o 2 5

"Thé overall development consists of an assisted living and congregate ca‘re‘facility‘.‘ Thetotal site area is
on approximately 5.3-acres+. Table 1 illustrates the land use of the proposed development.

Table 1. Land Use

General DESCprtIOI’l ITE Land Use

| Assisted lemg 254 22 Beds

The layout of the site is iilustrated in Figure 2. . o B

A

2.3 - SITE ACCESSIBILITY . .

The site is-accessed locally via McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. Regional access:is éxpected to be
provided by the Pima Freeway (Loop 101) and by the other arterial streets in the vicinity such as.
Thompson.Peak Parkway, Bell Road and Frank Lloyd Wright Boulevard. - ) :

2.4 CSITE CIRGULATION * v 7 J 3

_ The site plan is shown in previdusly referenced Figure 2. The site consists of two full access driveways.
Driveway D1 is located approximately 470 feet east of 98" Street on the south side:of McDowell Mountain
Ranch Road. Driveway D2 aligns with an existing driveway on the north side.of McDowell Mountain
Ranch Road. Driveway D2 is approximately 150 feet east of Driveway D1 and approximately 620 feet
east of 98" Street on the south side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road.

SWC 99“‘ Place and McDoweH Mountain Ranch Road | Transportatlon Impact and Mitigation AnalyS|s '
May:2019
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Michael P. Leary, LTD

10278 E. Hillery Drive: ' : cell 480.991.1111

Scottsdale, Arizona 85255 : r‘nicﬁéelPlcary_@coxznéti
DATE: October.14, 2019

TO: Doris McClay, Scottsdale Senior Planner

FROM: Mike Leary

RE: 8-ZN-2019/5-AB-29019- Cltlzen Review Report Senior Living' at McDowell

Moéuntain Ranch:.

Per the Citizen Review Plan, the attached informational letters were sent to 115 interested parties and
property owners within 750’ of the subject property. Additioqaﬂy, neighbors involved in the
McDowell Mountain Community Storage. project located just east of the subject property were given
advance notice of the proposal. The attached “Project Under Consideration” sign was erected on
Apnl 28, 2019 announcing the Open House held on May 7,.2019: '

Prior to the Open House a Horseman’s Park resident (involved in the storage. zoring case and.one-of
the parties who received our advance notice of this apphcahon) contacted us concerned dbout a 3-

story building height being out of ¢character with thearea. The senior living use was not an issue. Per

the attached string of emails our response has been the following: the building height would not
appear as tall based upon the site being several- feet lower than the homes on the north side of
MMMRR; the building being lowered as much as possible into the site; the building being over 200’
from the nearest Horseman’s Park hore; the approved storage building behind the Superpumper
station being 3-stories and 34’ in height; the partial screening of the building by preserving the Vetde
Canal; the likelihood of the vacant site to the east being developed as multi-family project up t6 3-
stories and 36 in height; and our proposed 3-story building being j just 39 tall and not the 48 allowcd
by. ordlnance

‘The day befote the Open House a slew of NE.XTD_OOR postings was épurred by. the- City’s incorrect
online posting that out request was a Major General Plan amendment. There is NO General Plah
Amendment - Major or Minor - as the request conforms to the General Plan. ‘We posted the City’s
correction but postings continued nonetheless and included concerns about the lack of need for senior
housing, poor building quality, traffic impact on the TPP/MMRR iritersect'ion, seniors not being able
to cross the intersection, noise etmanating from WestWotld, building within a flood plain, strafigers

from all walks of life staffing the facility, and the City granting a zoning variance without getting '

exactions from the developer. There were also two individuals posting support of the project and.

countering some of the expressed concerns. We made seven replies addressing the substantive

. ATTACHMENT 15
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comiments and reposted the corrected: City notification letter 'that-previously went out to property
owners within 750 of the project: Due to the discussion sliding into unrelated.matters and incivility,
we asked‘ that any other comments/questions/concern be handled directly with us via phone, email
or in person. The stting of postings is also attached, and we have not.had any subsequent contact-or
postings. - »

Approximately 20 people attended the May 7th Open House which included members of the MMR
Board of Ditectors. Ty'pica] questions included details of the project’s use, building h‘_eight,'buildjng'_
design, access, lighting, and traffic. We were encouraged by the tone and demeanor of the attendees
and believe that the concestn expressed about the project’s perceived building height will be initigated.

- The July-August issue of the McDowell Mountain Ranch Newsletter included a cover asticle on the
proposed multi-family project on the adjoining property and incorrectly stated that our project was
proposed at 48’. The actual height is 39’ fronting MMRR. Correction of the building height was
included the September-Oc¢tober newsletter. ‘ | :

After filling application, informational letters were sent again to the same interested parties and
property ownets within 750° of the subject ptéperty describing the change in the zoning request to
remove the ESL overlay due to Transportation staff requiring a 30’ dedication for a roadway along
" the eastern portion of the site for a distance of 600°. As a result of the dedication requirement, the
project lost 1/ 3 of its NAOS area.to the 30’ dedication which necessitated removing the ESL overlay.
As before we did not receive any neighborhood opposition as the project itself remains uachanged. -

In March objections by M. Craig Jackson of Basrett-Jackson were made- thru his consultant Mr. Jason
Rose. Mr. Rose stated that Mr. Jackson was adamantly opposed to. the project due to incompatibility
with WestWorld operations. Mr. Rose also stated that the City was planning to acquire the subject |
- and adjoining Thomas property as part of the Bond approval. Our offer to meet with Mr. Jackson
was declined. Two,days: before the.pr,tember 25" Planning Commission hearing, Mr. Jackson sent'a
© letter to the Planning Commission requesting continuance or denial. We spoke again with Mr. Rose
who stated that should.the case be approved by the City Council, a referendum would be filed. Once
again our offer to meet with Mr. ]ackson'was declined. At the Planning Commission hearing, there
were no residents in Gpposition. However Mr. Rose spoke-and berated the presentation, the project,
the legitimacy of proposed development and the prospect of 161 more residents complaining about
WestWorld operations. Planning Commissioners cxpréssed support fot the senior care use but voice,d
concerns about removing the ESL overliy. Consequently, the Commission voted to continue the
case. As a continuance would result in the City Council hearing after the scheduled closing date, the
Commission was requested to reconsider the continuance and vote i.nstead for.denial so that the case
could be heard by City Council without delay: The, Commission -agreed to send the case to the City
Council with a recommendation for deniil - as we had requested.



After the Planning Commission hearing we met with City staff and the requirement for the 30
dedication was e]jnﬁha’ted}a]lchwing us to-amend the application back to Wwhat was ofigifally submitted:
We again sent out letters to residents and interested parties that the app]jcatiom was back'to the original '
submittal with the ESL overlay. As before we received no response.

Attached are the: following:

: map showing the area of notification

: list of propefty owrers.and interested parties

: letter to propefty owners and interested parties

: Community Input Certification

+ email exchanges with Horseman’s Park residents
: NEXTDOOR postings

: Open House attendees



Michael P. Leaty, LTD

10278 E. Hillery Drive - : I cell (480) 991-1111

Scottsdale, Arizona 85255. : ' michaelplearg@cox:net
DATE: - 'Qc;obcr 3, 2019 |

TO: Neighboring Property Ovwners and Tnterested Pirties

FROM: .' ' Mike Leary, Developmént Consultant

RE: : Senior Livmg at McDowell Mouatain Rénch —amendment #2 to rezon:iug and abandonment requests

An isitial letter explaining the request to rezone the subject property in conformance with the City’s: Comprehensive
General Plan for a senior care facility was mailed to you back in late April. The formal rezoning and abandonment of excess
easements were formerly filed in May. A second mailing was sent iii August tg amend the application solely to femove the ESL
(Environmentally Sensitive Lands) overlay district.due to a City staff.proposed dedication of street right-of-way and construction
of a roadway along our east property line from McDowell Mountain Ranch Road a distance of 600’ to a parcel south of the
property. City Transportation staff have Telented on the dedication and constfuction of a roadway which has- allowed us to gé
back to the onginal ESL rezon.mg and easement abandonment request.

. Despite these larn‘endmcnts there has been NO CHANGE SINCE THE ORIGINAL APPLICATION TO THE
DEVELOPMENT PLAN THE AMOUNT OF UNDIS'IURBED (e.g the old Verde Canal) AREAS OR OTHER
REV'EGETATED AREAS as shown below:

sl alks el etttk Tttt

R : ’ ~E, MGDOWELL MOUNTAJN RANCH RD;: - —=— - N\

I you should have any questions, pléase contact me-at your convénience, You may also contact City of Scottsdale Senior Planner

Doris McClay who is assigned to this project and can be reached at 480:312.4214 and mcc]av@scottsdaleaz gov. Our case
number is 8-ZN-2019 and 5-:AB-2019. Thank you! ML .
!



be lifited to the water development fee, water resources development fee, water recharge fee,
sewer development fee or development tax water replemshment district charge, pump tax, or any
other water, sewer; or effluent fee.

Revision 3-11 ‘. . . Page 2 of 2



Michael P. Leary, LTD

10278 E. Hillery Drrive T cell 480.991.1111

Scottsdale, Arizona 85255 o o . michaelpleary@cox.net '
DATE : . August 14, 2019
TO:  Doris.McClay, Scottsdale Senig er

FROM: - Mike Leaty 3
RE: . . v8-ZN-2019/ 5-AB-29019 Updated Cluzen Rev:cw Report — Senior Living at
McDowell Mountain Ranch . .

Per the Citizen Review Plan, the attached informational letters were sent to i_'15'interested parties and

property ownets within 750’ of the subject property. Additionally, parties involved in the McDowell -

Mountain Community Storage project located just east of the subject property wete given advance

notice of the proposal.. The attached “Project Under Consideration” sign was erected on April 28,.

2019 announcing ‘the Ope.n'House held on May 7, 2019.

Prio_:'tg.the Open House a Hétseman_’s_Pa:kresidcnt (involved in the storage zoning case and one of

the parties who received. our advance notice of this application) contacted us concernied-about a 3-

story building height being out of character with the area. The senior living use was not an issue. Per.
the attached string of emails our response has been the following: ‘the building height would not

appear as tall based upon the site being several feet lowet than the homes on the forth side of -

MMMRR; the building being lowered as much as possible into the site; the building being over 200°

from the nearest Horseman’s Park home; the approved storage building behind the Superpumper.
station being 3-stories and 34 in height; the partial screening of the building by preserving the Verde -
Canal; the likelihood of the vacant site to the east being developed as multi-family project up to 3- -

stories and 36’ in hﬂght; and our proposed 3-story building being j ;ust 39’ tall. and not’ the 48 allowed
by ordinance. .

'I'hcday before the Open House a slew of NEXTDOOR postings was sputred by the City’s incorrect

online posting that our tequest was 2 Major General Plan-amendment. There is NO General Plan.

Amendment - Major or Minor - as the request conforms to the General Plan. We posted the City’s
correction but postings continued nonetheless and included concerns about the lack of need for senior

housing, poor building quality, traffic impact on the TPP/MMRR intersection, seniors not being able

to cross the intersection, noise emanating from WestWotld, building within a flood plain, strangers
from all walks of life staffing the facility, and the City granting a zoning variance without getting
exac;tidns from the devqloper. There wete also two individuals vposﬁng support of the project and
countering some of the expressed concems. We made seven replies addressing the substantive

:



comments and reposted the corrected City nofification letter that previously went out to property .
owners within 750" of the project. Due to the discussion sliding into unrelated matters and incivility,
we asked that-any other comments/questions/concern be handled directly with us via phone, email
or in person. The string of postings is also attached, and we have:not had any subsequent contact of

postings.

Approximately 20 people attended the May 7th Open House which included tembets of the MMR
Board of Directots. Typical questions included detzils of the project’s use; building height, building
design, access, lighting, and traffic. We were encouraged by the tone and defneanor of the attendees
and believe that the concern expressed about the project’s perceived building height will be mitigated.

The July-August issue of the McDowell Mountain Ranch Newsletter included a cover article on the

. ptoposed multi-family project on the adjoining property and incorrectly stated that our project was.
proposed at 48”. The actual proposed height is 39" 'We notified the Newsletter publisher and
tequested a cotrection on next issue. - :

A letter explaining the modification to the application by removal of ESL ovetlay zoning was mailed
out to the same 750’ propetty owners and interested parties as the initial notification letter per the
attached. no '

We are continuing discussions with the Horseman’s Patk resident and will continue to encourage and _
 respond to questions/comments/concerns throughout the éntire public heating process. The Citizen
Review Report will be updated as needed prior to the Planning Commission and City Col_incilfh&rings.”

Attachments :
: Map showing the area of notification .
: List of property owners with the notification area 2a0d mte:ested pa.rnes
: Letter to property owners and interested parties ‘ '
: Affidavit of posting
: Community Input Certification
: Email exi:hhnges with Horseman’s Park residents
: NEXTDOOR postings
: Opén House attendees
: Letter to property owners within the notification area and iﬁtetestedvpartil_es
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Michael P. Leary, LTD

10278 E. Hillery Drive - -  Cell (480) 991-1111
~ Scottsdale, Arizona 85255 . michaelpleary@cox.net

DATE: April 26, 2019

TO: Neighboring Property Owners and Interested Parties
FROM: Mike Leary, Development Consultant >~
RE: Senior Lmng at McDowell Mountain Ranch

A senior care facility comprising independent living, assisted living and memoty cate is proposed on 2 5-acre .,

vacant property on the south side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road just west of 99t Place. The site backs

up to the blighted Bureau of Reclamation property that contains the large drainage basins and WestWorld
 support facilities. As such the proposed development will provide a buffer for the residential developments
north of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road and the existing and future facilities/activities within the Bureau

property. Enclosed is our preliminary site plan and conceptual building design.

Historically, the property r’etzins the County 1972 annexation R1-35 zoning (one house per acre) which was
the zoning classification of most of the County north of the CAP Canal Post annexation all the surrounding
developments that now exist were subsequently rezoned. The current zoning does NOT. comply with the
enclosed City’s General Plan. “Conceptual Land Use Map” which indicates “Office”. The “Office”
designation equates to the “Commercial Office (C-O)” zoning district which typically develops with multi-
story Offices that can generate a significant -amousnt of traffic, noise, lighting and activity. However, a
“residential health care facility” is also an allowed use and generates conversely minimal traffic, fioise, lighting,
and activity. The use is:generally considered benign and compatible with both residential and non-residential
areas. Common questions which are raised with rezoning requests and this use specifically ate:

Can the City Conncil restrict the use of the property fo just: the sentor kving facikity? Although the legal answer is
govc:tning bodies' ate precluded from limiting rezonings to specific uses, the City achieves that goal by
stipulating conformance to specific. development plans which by theit nature are use-specific and not
convertible to other uses. If the stipulated development plans were subsequeﬁﬂyv proposed to be altered, an
amendment would be required to go through the sami Planning Commission and City'Council public hearing
process.

Wil devé]opmeﬁt adbere 1 the “dark sky” policy? Yes, lighting will be limited in numbet, lumen, and location to ,
minimize total light emanation. Lighting will also be tightly controlled along the stfeet frontagc to preclude
off-site light spill.

WY/I ambulancés be using sirens to transport residents? The facility does not provide nutsing cate and the residents
are ambu]atory. As a matter of policy and practice, ambulances do not utilize sirens in résidential areas.



As an interested party ot property owner within 750" of the property, you are receiving this notification as
part of the City’s Public Outreach, and Input process. Accordingly, we are also hosting aa “Open House”
from 6:00 pm to 7:30 pm on Tuesday May 7th at the McDOWdI Center located at 16116 N. McDowell
Mountain Ranch Rd., Scottsdale, AZ 85255. -

We hope to subsequently file 2 formal application with the City to change the zoning from R1-35 PCD ESL
(Single-family Residential within a Planned Commumty District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to C-
O PCD ESL (Commercial Office within a Planned Community District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands)
to allow the proposed senior living development. Immediately after filing the apphcatlon, you will be
receiving & postcard from the. City noufymg you.of the apphcauon submittal. o :

If you should have any questions, please contact me at your convenience. You may also contact City of -
Scottsdale Senior Planner Dons McClay who is. a551gncd to this project and can be reached at 480.312. 4214
‘and dmeclay@scottsdaleaz.gov. Out prehmmary application case sumber is 99-PA-2019. B ‘

Thank you! ML
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Email exc'hanges’ with Horseman’s Park neighbors thru 05.07.19

From: Ed Grant IV <egrant4@simaz.com> -

Sent: Tuesday, May 7, 2019 4:11 PM -

To: mike leary

Cc: mafoster272@gmail.com; eric.e. bjorkman@lntel .com; cmorpe@nghthonda com; McClay, Doris
Subject: Re: Proposed Senlor Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

Thanks Mike. We’il see you at the open.house tonight and can discuss further.

We would appreciate your client preparing an exhibit of showmg how the proposed development will
impact the southern view corridor from the homes that:back to MMR Road. Craig Thorpe {(on this e-

miail) owns one of those homes for reference. In the past, they’ve taken the vantage poinit of a 6:foot
individual sanding in the back yard and looking toward the development. While | do appreciate the;
comparison to Kota, again, | would offer that is different given that Kota fronts TPP. I'li check the streets -
map, but | believe TPPis a Mmor Artenal and MMR is just a collector.

As for the Avondale comment, I'm not sure what else to teII you. | looked at another property today.in
Glendale and observed the same phenomenon. (GP designation is high-density residential, zoning is for
_retail and industrial.) Again, it’s a tactic utilized by the City generally to make sure that the developer
integrates with what surrounds the area.

See you later this evening. -

Ed

From: mike leary <outlook 59CA1ED EDl?AAFFC@outlook com>on behalf of mike leary
<m|chaelpleary@cox net>

Date: Tuesday, May 7, 2019 at 3:04 PM.

To: Ed Grant <egrant4@simaz.com>

~ Cc: "mafoster272@gmail.com” <mafoster272@gmail.com>, "eric.e.bjorkman@intel.com”
<eric.e.bjorkman@intel.com>, "cthorpe@righthonda.com” <cthorpe@r|ghthonda com>,
"McClay, Doris" <DMcClay@scottsdaleaz.gov> :
Subject: Re: Proposed Senior lemg at McDowell Mountam Ranch

Ed and Eric again I'm sany that I couldn t get back to you zmmedlately bur lzcre 's some-
scoop.I found,

As to the building height, the preliminary plans show a height of _arozmd 40' but the
building is lower than the adjoining street, As the site is sloping south away from the street,
the building finish floor, elevation (FFE) will be approximately 10" below the FFE of the
townhomes (actually condos). That 10" differential should lower the perceived height
substantially. By contrast the Kota apartments.are 32' 6" in height and like Horseman's
Park and Graythorn may. appear taller as they are on the bigh side of the slope. From a top-
of-building elevation standpoint, the project should end up lower than KOTA - one of the

- benefits of being on the low side of a slope..



On the annexation, geez I would think Avondale has a problem by down-zoning property
without property owner permission. I believe 1t's in conflict with Arizona State Statutes .
which precludes the diminishment of value without compensation. What I do know is when

Scortedale annexed C‘oumy properties in the 70's and 80's-when.{ was a CltyPIanner, the
comparable Scottsdale zoning designation was used exclusively - no up-zoning or down-

zoning.
Hope this helps. M1,

From: Ed Grant IV <eg}ahf4@simaz.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 1, 2019 8:21 PM

To: mike leary
Ce: mafoster272@gmail.com; eric.e.bjorkman@intel.com; cthorpe@righthonda.com; McCIay, Doris

Subject: Re: Proposed Senior Living-at McDoweIl_Mountam Ranch
Thanks Mike. Please see below'in blue.

From: mike leary <outlook_S59CA1EDED17AAFFC@outlook.com> on behalf of mike leary
<michaelpleary@cox.net>

Date: Monday, April 29, 2019 at 12:54 PM

To: Ed Grant <egrant4@simaz.com>, mike leary <mig:b§elpleary@cox.,net> i

Cc: "mafoster272@gmail.com” <mafoster272@gmail.com>, "eric.e.bjorkman@intel.com”
<eric.e.bjorkman@intel.coms, "cthorpe@righthonda.com” <cthorpe@nghthonda com>,
"McClay, Doris" <DMcClay@scottsdaleaz.gov> o
Subject: Re: Proposed Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

Ed thanks for the quick reply.

1 The building is indeed three floors and the permitted height by right is 48" but would

expect the building height to be several feet lower. Also, the grade on the northside of

MMR is higher than the south. I'm pot sure that the character of the area is well-defined

with the mix of one-story townhomes, one-and two-story single-family residences and two-

 story apartments. The storage facility was approved with both two-story and three-story
components. The rendering is concept at this stage and the design hasn't been fleshed out

" as of yet. | respectfully disagree with you...the character is actually quite well-defined. Property
that fronts- TPP and the gas station has the height, and what’s west of that does not. In addition, the

storage facﬂ:ty does not have people living in the top of the facility. . .this facility will have that. And -~

to your point on defining the mix'in the.area, an out-of-place building (it terms of height) would
defme this area in a manner that's inconsistent with existing conditions. I'm sorry, but thisis
something I'm going to have to insist-on at this point for me to support the pro]ect Lookmg
forward to discussing further.



2. Past annexations in Scottsdale and elsewbere mco:pomted C‘ounlyzamzzg to the nearest
city classification for pure szmplxaty City Land Use Plans were then subsequently
developed and the basis for granting changes in land use, More of 2 1-2-3 process. We are
- willing and expect tight stips that reflect what we are proposing. Like the storage facility,
we keep our word. I'm dealing with an annexation in Avondale now where the City intentionally
gave an underlying zoning classification that conflicts with the GP designation inh order to force the
developer to play ball with the City. This is generally done to ensure that the Csty gets what they
want, and it’s something that fits with the surrounding area. ,

o 3 We cIearIy believe that the proposed use will bé more compatible and zcceptable
to the residents than office or other C-O permitted uses. The parcel in between
George Bell's storage facility and.ours:has been separately owned for decades by the
Thoinas family. There have been discussions about development of their property,

. but I haven't seen anything yet. The Thomas propeity and our property will the last

- parcels to develop on MMRR and 1 tbmkm the genml area. nghts densmes etc.

* being equal, I agree thh you

o Wk are constanty looking for ways to mmgate patennal netgbborbood
concerns. The onginal plan had our main driveway aligned with your entry at99th
Place to comply with the City’s driveway spacing and alzgnment criteria. We have
now proposed the Iocation further west aligning with the townhome driveway as
there will be less traffic comning from the small TH project than Horseman's
Park. This change is subject to Ti mnspormaon Depan:ment s review which we

belzeve tbey’ll suppam Understood.

From: Ed Grant'}V <egmhflf@siméz.com>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2019 8:59 AM

To: mikeleary
Cc: mafoster272@gmail.com; eric.e. bjorkman@intel.com; cthorpe@nghthonda com; McCIay, Dons

Subject- Re: Proposed Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

Thanks Mike. Really appreciate the heads up. | had heard through the grapevine this was coming, SO we
appreciate being engaged early on in the process to discuss.

A few questions/thoughts for yo‘u v

1. What's the permitted henght by right? Renderings look to be 3 stories-ish, which is way out of
character for the area. Please confirm if you would.

2. | see your mention of the underlying zoning not complying with the GP map, but, as you know,
that's a tactic cities frequently employ at annexation to force a GP and/or rezoning. As was the
case with the storage facility, we’ll look for tight stips and a site plan that conforms with what
we’re told will develop. . ~

3. Notwithstanding the height comment above, the proposed use would-seemingly be more
compatible than office. Does your owner own the parcel west and in between the storage




faciiity and this? | thinkit’s the same applnant as the storage facility, no? Any plans for the
donut hole in between?

e

-Thanks‘Mikg! ‘
Ed

From: mike leary <outiook_S9CA1EDED17AAFFC@outiook.com> on behalf of mike leary
<michaelpleary@cox.net> ' :

_ Date: Saturday, April 27, 2019 at 6:26 PM

To: Ed Grant <egrant4@ simaz com> ‘ : L

Cc: "mafoster272@gmail.com” <mafoster272@gmall com>, “eric.e.bjorkman@intel: com"
<eric.e.bjorkman@intel.com>, "cthorpe@righthonda.com'’ <cthorpe@ righthonda.com>

- Subject: Proposed Senior Living at McDowe!! Mountain Ranch

Hi Ed! I just want to reach out directly to you and yournetgbbors rcgardmg anotber pro;ect. ‘

I'm consulting on just down the street from the McDowell Mountain storage. :

facility. Artached is the "Early Notification” letter that was just mailed out to the property

owners within 750' (that includes you folks). The project is southwest of your subdivision
and behind the Verde Canal berm that has all the overgrown vegetation. I'm not sure wha,

. if any, portions of the project will be even visible from HP. Per the Ietter, the uase has '
exu'emelylowxmpacm on the things that matter to. residents e.g. traffic, noise, actzvztms and
Iighting. So far, we have staff support for the project and we're hoping to build upon that

support with positive results from our public outreach efforts. . o

Ed, if you or your netgbbom bave zmy questions/comments/concerns, please feel free to
contact me at any tume, I'm just ove-mile from away : ) :

Thanks again! ML



NEXTDOOR POSTINGS May 7th THRU May 9th
Betty Janik

. V\fmdgate Ranch"z-

OPEN HOUSE FOR MAJOR GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT & REZONING May.
7@ 6pm

This is a very blg réquest from SENIOR LIVING AT MCDOWELL MT RANCH for general plan
amendment and rezoning near MMRR and ooth Place - your neighborhood. itisona$s acre site. BE

" INFORMED BY ATTENDING THE OPEN HOUSE Tuesday - tomorrow - MAY 7 at 6-7: 30 pm LOCATION
of OPEN HOUSE McDoweli Center 16116 N McDowrell Mountarn ‘Ranch RD

2d ago - 17 nelghborhoods in General

Jason Alexand'e‘r

, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-2d ago
I am planning to attend, but-juggling with kids' activities. | Have severa[ concems wuth the project. First
and foremost, the upzoning. They are asking for three stories, but that would be uniike any of the
surrounding residences which are all 1 story homes of 2 story apartments. Also, what will they do'fo
improve the neighborhood? i.have crossed Thompson Peak from the gas station to the Library complex
many times on foot and bike, cars are constantly turning right on red from MMR Road, with very little -
concermn for pedestrians in the crosswalk. Walkability to the library and. aguatic center will be a big draw
‘for the residents, but the idea of a slower senior having fo cross Thompson Peak while anxious drivers
are trying to rush t’hough...seems',a death waiting to happen. We dont let the kids do it without a crossing
. guard, and that doesnt always provide enough protection from' hurried drivers. There are no crosswalks
from thé Senior Lwlng Facmty further west connecting it with 98th.Street. Again, | see someone potentially

pet hit.

Jenmfer Vallette :

, McDowell- Mountain Ranch North-2d.ago - S : .
My question is, as-with ali the other family housing being bux!t in the specific area. Why would senior
housing be so ciose to a major entertainment and event venue? When. 'm_retired or in assisted fiving |
don't think I'd want loud evening and daytime music, announcers, car show sounds, etc. it just seems so

‘random that they would consider this.

Michael Leary

, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago -
Betty, I'm the applicant for the senior living facility proposed on the seuth side of MMRR west-of 98th
Ptace. The City miss-posted on its P&Z website that the zoning request was for a Major Plan Amendment
- it is NOT! To the contrary, the rezoning CONFORMS with the General Plan-and the cument zoning does
not. See below: From: McClay, Doris <DMcClay@'scOttsdaieaz;gov> Sent: Monday, May 6, 2019 8:42 AM
To: mike leary Subject: RE: Senior Living MMR - wrong Open House notice on City website Hi Mike Sorry
for the error. We are sending out a revised P&Z with the correct information. "Applicant-based open
house fora rezoning case located at 9909 E. McDowell Mo‘u’nta’in Ranch Road Tues_day, May 7 6-7:30



p-m. The McD_owel'l Center, 16116 N. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road Applicant contact; Mike Leary
480-891-1111 michaelpleary@cox.net”

Jason, thanks for planning on attending. Per the letter | previously sent, the feéquest is to zone the
property from:the 1872 County annexation-zoning to the classification that conforms with the City's
General Plan. This.is not 3 Major or Minor General Plan amendment - the request conforms. with the GP.
I've checked City records and the Kota apartments are 32'5" in height and we're proposing & height in the
40' range. The exact height hasn't been determined but the site is downhill from properties on the
northside MMRR which would lowerthe perceived height of the bwldlng Iive in MMR and like you | have
crossed TPP with great trepidation but the problem applles to all ages. However offsite issues like these '
are not the responsibility of project that don't exasperate existing problems. Providing a sudewalk and
crosswalk to 98th Street is the responsibility of the City as-the adjoining properties aré. part of WestWorld.

Jennifer, the project is uniguely located. The infrequent Westworld major events (e.g. Barreti~Jackson)
are over a 1/2 mile away. The WestWorld 40-acre stormwater detention basins are immediately opposite
the property and pose no negative impact on the proposed use. | previously poéted the letter that was
sent out to nearby properties-and am posting again below for whoever might be interésted. I'm.sorry but
this site isn't letting paste the site plan and pe:spective of the prqject

Michael P. Leary, LTD 10278 E. Hﬂlery Drive-cell (480) 991-1111 Scottsdale, Arizona 85255.
mlchaelpleary@ooxnet

DATE: April 26, 2019
TO: Neighboring Property OWners and Interested Parties -
' FROM: Mike Leary, Development Consultant RE: Sehior Living at McDoweil Mountain Ranch

A senior-care facility comprising independent living, assisted: living and memory care is proposed on a 5-
acre vacant property on the south side of McDowell Mountain Ranch-Road just west of 99th Place. The
site backs up to the blighted Bureau of Reclamation property that contains the large drainage-basins .and
WestWorld.support facilities. As such the proposed development will provide a buffer for the residential
developments.north of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road and the existing and future facilities/activities
within the Bureau property. Enclosed.is our preliminary site plan and conceptual building deSign
Hlstoncaliy the property retains the County 1972 annexation R1-35 zoning (one house-per agcre) which
was the zoning classification of most of the County north of the CAP Canal. Post annexation ‘all the
surrounding developments that now exist were subsequently rezoned. The current zoning doés NOT -
comply with the-enciosed City's General Plan “Conceptual Land Use Map' which indicates “Office”, The
“Cffice” designation equates to the “Commercial Office (C-O)"zoning district which typically develops ‘with
multi-story offices that can generate a significant amount of traffic, noise, lighting and activity. However, a
“residential healith care facility” is also-an allowed use and génerates conversely minimal traffic; noise,
lighting, and activity. The use is-generally considered benign and compaﬁbie with both resndenilal and
non-re5|dent;al areas.’ :

. Common .questvons which are raised with rezoning requests and this use.specifically are:

Can the City Council r_éé,trict the use of fhe prope_rfy to just the seniorliving fa‘c_:il_i'ty? Although the legal
answer is goveming bodies are precluded from limiting rezonings to specific uses, the City achieves that



goal by stipulating -conformanae to specific devélopment plans which by their nature are use-specific and
not convertible to-‘other uses. If the stipulated development plans.were: subsequentfy proposed t6 be
altered, an amendment would be required to go through the sarme Planning Commission and City Council -
public hearing process. :

Will development adhere to the "dark sky” policy‘? Yes, lighting wiil be limited in number, lumen, and
location to minimize total light emanation. Lighting will also be tlghtly controlled along the street frontage
to preclude off-site light splll

Will ambulances be using. sirens to transport résidents? Th'e facifity does not"provide nursing care and the
residents are ambulatory., As a matter of policy and practlce ambulances do not utilize sirens in
residential areas

As an interésted party or property owner within 750' of the ‘pmperty,' you are receiving this natification as
part of the City’s Public Outreach and Input process. Accordingly, we are also hosting an “Open House™
from 6:00 pmto 7:30 pm on Tuesday May 7th at the McDowell Center located at 16116 ‘N. McDowell
Mountain Ranch Rd., Scottsdale, AZ 85255. We hope to subsequently file a formal application with the.

~ City to-change the zoning from R1-35 PCD ESL (Single-family Residential within a Pianned Community
District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to C-O PCD ESL (Comrmercial Office within a Planned
-.Community District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to allow the proposéd senior fiving deveiopment.

. Immediately after filing the application, you will be receiving a postcard from the City notifymg you of the
application submittal.

If you shouid. have any guestions, please contact me at your convenience. You may also contact City of -
Scottsdale Senior Planner Doris McClay who is assigned ‘to'this project and can be reached at
- 480.312.4214 and dmcclay@scottsdaleaz.gov. Our prehminary application case number is 99-PA-2019
Thank you! ML Enclosure . . . ‘

L
N

Jennifer Vallétte . ‘
, McDowell Mountain Ranch North-1d ago ' : . -
@Michael-Thank you for the response but I've lived here since 2003.and | can promise you it's a brt more
than Barrett. The ahnual Polo Party, Good Guys car shows, Bike Week, numerous horse shows and
rodees, RV Shows, Beachfest, Fourth of July, the Shrine Circus, and MANY other large events create
noise lévels that anyone living that close will hear. It's on their event calendars and'growing every year.

Joseph Chaplik
, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago
What is wrong with the Senior Living Céfiter at FLW and 100th? Looks llke a fine building. ls it fully

occupied and is there a strong need for another facility so closé as proposed?

Michael Leary
, MecDowell Mouritain Ranch South-1d ago



Joseph my. understanding is that Belmont project is indeed full which confirms what our marketing study
has-concluded - our area is consnderably underserved and the reason why this pro;ect is bemg proposed.
Hope this helps -

Michael Leary

. McDowell NMountain Ranch South-1d ago ~
Jennifer, yes there are-several venues that occur at WestWorid but primarily on the westem end of the:
facility. Senior living basically occurs within the buudlng s any noise that may emanate from WestWorid
. is not viewed -as a problem like it might be for singie-family residents.

John Rowton
, McDowell-‘Mountain Ranch South-1d age
Building another facility in the Reata Wash?'

Michael L eary
McDowel! Motntain Ranch Solth-1d ago
John thankfulry we're notiniit! ;) '

John Rowton
, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago . :
The proposed senior-center would be in it: A bunch of seniors in a flood plain- what could go wrong?

Michael Leary

, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago

John ff you give me call at 480.991.1111 or email me at michaelpiéary@cox.net-with your contact info
and | can provide you a Maricopa County Flood Control Map of the property showing it's not within any
100-year floodplain. it's high and dry, : )

John Rowton

, McDowell Miountain Ranch South 1d ago -
It is in Zohé A on the city supphed map. Southeast of there is'what | like to cali Lake’ Westworid. | walk -
that way 3 or 4 times a week for the last ten years. If you look at the condos, townhouses or:what ever
they are building at 98th and McDoweII- you will see what they did to try to &void any ﬂoodmg that now

makes Lake Westworld possnble

John Rowion
McDowelI Mountain Ranch South-1d ago
'I meant southwest of the praposed site-is the |ocation of Lake Weastworld. - -

Michael Leary

, McDowell Mountain Ranch South 14 ago :
John 1 know folks who call it "Mosquito Lake" although the City and State.swear that there have never
been larvae in their testing. Butl don't knéw about you, but for the last couple of years I've been having



mosquitoes outside and inside my Discovery Canyon home. | also had mosquitoes when playing at
Horizon Park. You probably noticed that the Cityhas been draining the lake with a portable pump-that
dumps into & sewer marihole. There supposedly are 7 drywells to drain the basins but they are

" undoubtedly unable to deal: wnh all the silt that plugs-them up.

A
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John Rowton

, McbBowell Mountain Ranch. South- 'ld ago :
'There is a cemeént trail that leads from Horizon Park down to WestWorld. Jist north of McDowell it was
destroyed - looks: like water flow took it dowri years ago Just saying- the odds of a real bad fiood down
there are.slim but it as not worth the risk wath seniors lnvolved FWIW | am over 70.

Diane Drel

» McDowell Mountain Ranch South-Edited 1d ago
| have some comments - can't make the meeting. What will this proposed facility do to ingress and ,
egress on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road, Thompson Peak and Bell Rd.? Clearly, we have enough,
traffic in this area now and at certairi hours, itis very heavy traffic. Also, employeés that work at these
types.of facilities have a high tum-over rate. Therefore, we would be allowing all kinds of strangers from
all walks of life into this area on two or three shifts a day Michael Leary, You alluded to Belmont Village: |
khow. a jot about Belmont Village from the incéption of when they were developing it, then buiiding rl and
when it was initially up and running. It is very cheap construction and it took a long time to il up that
ptace. There is in-the-wall air conditioning units in each apartment. That is just piain hokey and cheap! Is.
this proposed facility going to be similar to Belmont Village where a bunch of investors buy-in 'in'rtially and
at some point, resell it to other owners? The rendering. of the buudlng that was sent to us through the.
McDawell Motintain Ranch HOA shows a similar drawing to Belmont Village which | find very mterestmg
Any connection.to the developer and original investors of Belmont Village? Mayor Lane welcomed

- Beimont Vllage with open arms and cut the ribbon at the Grand Openmg Is he going 16 be asked to

attend this Grand Opemng here too... should this go through? ’

Adam Johnson

. DC RANCH/Silverieaf-1d ago
As.someone what works in the real estaté side of senior care, senior living and memory care, the valley
has a large shortage of inventory. With baby boomers getting older, to the tune of 10,000 a day hitting
retiremnent qualifications | think this development is well position and needed. A few years ago, 1 sold a -
Senior Living deal off of FLW and Lia Linda, 155 units. Very hrgh end, they have a very long waitlist now
days. | would encourage people on here to take-a look at. some. senior living communities. | think people
get confused with senior living 'verses nursing home of. days gope past. I think having Westworid nearby
will be a major puII and selling feature. All the events Westworld has are geared to those with disposable ‘
incomes from cars to horses it all takes big bucks. | Look forward to seeing this project get approvéd and
fill that void in ‘senior living we have in this particular area. From a business plan perspective, the deal |
sold was $31m, recent'traded again last yearfor $60m



Adam Johnson .
, DC RANCH/Silverleaf-1d ago .
Mike do you have a link to the application-or a url with the city that you can share?

Diane Drell

, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-Edited 1d ago
| think we ‘have an abundance of seniorliving in North Scottsdale and in 85260. By the tlme seniors move
to a senior facifity, itis usually.because they.arent ableto live independently in their own homes any
more, so they don't go out real often. | dont believe West Worid will matter to .'people who live at this
senior living residence, which | befieve was mentioned would have an assisted living unit aswell as a |
memory care unit. Also, will this facility be strictly a rental or a buy-in-situation? |- don't believe that has
been mentioned. There is a big difference! '

* Adam Johnson

, DC RANCH/Silverleaf-1d ago
Dlane that is the thinking | am talking about Senior living today is way dlfferent than the nursmg homes
of old. They are very active communities with sporting event outings, tennis cubs, golf clubs; hiking clubs,
these types of facilities seniors are moving to for more social reasons than care reasons. With us living.
actively well into our late ‘80's this option has become very popular. Get ride of the expensive large house
and move into a socially active community. Have of the Del Webb communities are focused on this. Mike
mentioned that this i is an ambulatory deveiopment this is not a nursmg home or hospice care. | would
expedt, like the last one I sold, it was a live cycle community so they had basically condos with no care at |
all, then some assisted living and theirs.was special for it aiso have memory care. 'Mpst occupants in our
rent studies planned on living there for 12 to 17 years, so these-communities, agai_h, are not nursing
homes. Most senior living facilities are leased not by in and the ones that are buy in are very expensive.
I'would be curious to know that the rates will be, that is probably a beiter indicatorof what the community
will be. $1500 a month versus the one | have mentioned at $5k to $7k a month are différent animals.

Diang Drell

, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-Edited 1d ago :

Adam Johnson, You are in the business of senior living sales. | am not speaking from that perspective,
but that of a homeowner that lives in the vicinity of the proposed "retirement" home which will provide
assisted living and memory care units. Most seniors taday would prefer to live in their own homes, ,
townhouses, condos or apartments as fong as'they can. | know about nursing homes and various'types of
retirement homes. Nursing homes is a different level completely. Why bring that up in this discussion?
The retirement commumt:es with very active communities don't have assisted. living and memory care
units. That is a different model you are writing about. Enough said on this subject 1am not in favor of this
project in this area for all the reasons | stated above.



Adam Johnson. . -

. DC RANCH/Silverieaf 1d ago

i too am a home owner, | arn also a residential: real estate agent of close to 28 years and'| also. for the
past 23 years have soid apartment develbpments-andlfor the past 8 years senior living, assisted living
and memory care facilities as well. No shocker that you would be against for no other reason than it's a -
new-development and a change to the status quo, another nimby issue. | would think most of the

" homeowners near this development would be excited at the idea that when the time comesto move 10 -
something that is only senior, then assisted, then memory care and you get'to stay in the -community you
live in now, that that would be a great thing to look forward too, my how | could be wrong. '

. Melissa Loraine

, McDowelt Mountam Ranch South1d ago : _
I Just saw this, and | just heard about this today S0 it Is too late for me to make the: meeﬁng | would have
liked to have gone-to voice my opinion but unfortunately cannot. So I'l just voice it here..."hell nol" B
There is nothing this-adds to the community or its surroundings other than a 3- story monstrosuty, traffic,
and sirens! Please keép the residents in the area mformed for any following meetings-or any contmual

" information. Thx.

- John Rowitori
» McDowell Mouritain Ranch South-1d.ago
Semor living is not the pomt Mr Johnson the point is- why put in Reata Wash Wthh is a ﬂood area? =

Adam Johnson

. DC RANCH/Silverleaf-1d- ago - -
John, All of the surrounding area, MMR, DC Ranch, Silverleaf, etc is in a flood plane Part of the reason
we-don't have basements and-we are built on sione. Every development that gets proposed anywhere
near north scottsdale gets shot down. Compiete NIMBY for sure. The condos.at Silverieaf, the 135 room
hotel near DC Ranch crossing ;the Greyhawk development northwest comer of Pima and TPP. 1 put-my
trust in the builder that:it will be built to conform to current code, flood plane ‘requir'ernents. height
restrictions given its lowerelevation starting point. Yet s6me will stay say no for not in my back yard.

Bill Herf - ' : : - S
. McDowel} Mountain Ranch South-1d ago S -
ls this project instead of the public.storage facility. that was proposed a few months ago that wouid go

behind Superpumiper?



Jason Alexander
, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago
lts not my place to-ell the builder or the new-residents they will be bothered by thie hoise and traffic from:
Westworld, or living next to a truck-filled maintenance-yard that frequently has night-time heavy truck
activity, or a months-long mosquito filled lake. | doubt they will be-happy with theirlack of open space.
That is between the buyers and selfers. | dont think flooding will bé a problem. (though:Adam Johnson's
info about fiood plains is-wrong as it stops at 98th.-Street - see'the Reata Wash Flood Plain map.- it
includes none of MMR or Silverieaf, most of DC Ranch). My objection is to the 3rd story, and the cheap
stick modular design that will not last. These two features are.what make the project profitable for the
developer. We residents get more traffic, probably another jane extension from the site into Westworld,
possibly a signal at 98th St, and new residents demanding street crossings. Michael you are comect the
city doesn't require the-developer to do those things. As a result the residents WILL eventually pay for
- those things. This is why we have nearly $1B in unfuhded infrastructure .If the city is going to grant you a
zoning exemption, additional height, and allow another architecturally duli project... the taxpayers should
get.more in retum. | would be much happier about this project if the developer didnt just take that 3rd
story from the community, and instead made some of these lmpact wnprovements voluntarily. That'is the -
cost of rny support for the ; zomng variance.

Adam Johnson
,DC RANCPVSﬂvedeaf 1d ago

~Jason, All of the areas | mentioned are within the flood plane 1 look at tlﬂe reports every day:and address
flood insurance questions as well, There are different classification, 100y, 500yr, special circumstances,

-etc. Generally speaking anything. at the basin of a mountain will be in a fiood piane for water goes down
hill. | would think incréasing the property tax base, the sales tax base would go a long way to helping fund
those infrastructure issues. Otherwise the altemative is say California where people are leavihg so fast
that even with raising sales taxes to almost 14% and personal income taxes to almost 15% the state
simply cannot keep up with the out of control spendlng | do thing we need to increase property taxes for
they are way too low. Biinging seniors into this particular market, with larger dlsposable incomes wili
benéfit the tax bases, provide more higher eaming jobs to the local community and generally improve the
overall living experience-of the area. Not fo mention those ‘addition tax doliars for local public schools that
is a nett 100% increase for:{ doubt many of those senjors will gave k-8 aged children going to local
schools. : '

Jason.Alexander

, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago

Adam, Your argument about property and retail sales taxes flies in-face of the last 16 years of City
finances and our pattems of overdevelopment. We've seen how overdevelopment leads to underfunding.
We may. be increasing the tax base, but we are also creating unfunded needs ‘and strain on existing city
resources. Do you understand school funding? Outside the state and federal per-child allowanee,
anything else is & bond or override voted on by the local tax payers. Whether the new residents- will

-

/.



- support additional school funding or not...l can not say. But it and of itself this project does nothing for
schools. | also question the high paying jobs you foresee. | thought typical senior living facitities ernpioyed
a lot of service-leve] work along with some health care professionals. Perhaps you can quantify the .
expected job and income distribution...! can not, but I'm sure:its typical compared to other faciiities like it.
From my pov, its a very simple decision. The current proposa! give too much-away in zoning variances.
Don't sell Scottsdale cheap. We should NEVER give away height, density and setbacks without getting
something in return. As you've said, there is a ton of demand and its a selier's market.. And while its not
refevant.to the thread, but, here is the Reata Wash Flood control area as defined by the Clty The border
is mostly Thompson Peak Parkway. This project is just outside the flood zone.
htips://iwww.scottsdaleaz. gov/Assets/ScotisdaleAZ/Construction/reatalstudy-area-map-12:22-2015.jpg

Adam Johnison

, DC RANCH/Silverieaf-1d ago
Gwes too much away? It gives a small variance in height, 7it 8 inches. Thats it. The the application is in
fact only asking o update the already approved master plan:for this parce! which hasn't been done since
1972, Last | checked, if this-will have nursing care and memory care, nurses are some. of the highest paid
medical sector employees other-than private practitioner doctors. Those jobs. Not to mention supporting
industries such as food service, linen care or services, oxygen supply, etc, etc. We fundamentally look at
development and advancement in-two totally different points of view. Let me ask this, what was'the last -
new development you or anyone here supported with as much vigor as the simply not in my back yard, |
got mine everything else should be stopped? What was 'iif? Massive regulations hurt our overall economy.
" A small variance for-height on what most of us would consider S*&tty land to begin.with is just what the
doctor ordered. Just think back to when the genius city council of Phoenix thought it would be greaf-to do
a development on leased land, City North, how FUBAR that was. This is a small developement on 5
-acres. Well within the building and planning envelop. It will bring a much needed service and getting
larger every day, to the area, employs-people and increase the tax base. All of those things far out weight
the variance. And even that you will only ever see when you get gas at the gas station that'was also
opposed massively back on. 1982 when it was put it. . : :

. Jason Alexander

, McDowell Mountain Ranch Seuth-1d agt
Adam thank you for describing some of the-jobs that the faciiity will require. As . sald I did not know. I've
been very clear in my mostly-support of Museum Square (it needs more parking), of Southbridge Il. | have
nothing to say about the: Lane's End south of the Aquatic Center, orthe project at the comer of 88th\MMR'
- they'were easy as they were within'the zoning code. | have nothing to say about the. expansion of the
Basha's plaza, or the infill acrossthe street —-.again, all within zoning. | dont oppose this deveiopment, nor
am | for it. its still in the planning phase. Zoning code matters, and its a selier's market. Dont sell
Scottsdale cheap. Like you said, we view development very differently. But, would you of ali people leave
money on the table? That is'what the City is doing if we give out zonmg variances wﬁhout geiting enough.
benefits in return.
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Donna Nethauser
, McDowell Mountain Ranch Norith-1d ago
Hmmm... no ambulances onsite because all residents will b ambulatom How can that b true If it offers

assisted living n memory care svcs’? Thank you.

Michael Leary

, McDowell Mountain Ranch.South:1d ago - :
| wamnt to thank the 21 folks who were able to attend the Open House meeting WhlGh went very well
yesterday and we are encouraged by the questions asked and answers given, Conversely there are more
questions/comments/concermns in thisthread than | can reasonably respond to without generating even
more guestions/commerits/concerns. Nonetheiess | would like to reiterate a few items.

The request conforms to the City's General Plan.

We are NOT asking for any VARlANCE zoning allows.48' and fac&lrty will be somewhere around 40"
(we're still'in prellminary deS|gn) :

‘The property is NOT in a flood plain.

Our markét study confirms th.at our area is underserved and that'this facility will fill only part of that
deﬁciencyA The facility will be upscaie befitting Scottsdale and nearby residents.

The facility will not result.in a'strain on traffic - the number of vehicular trips will be nearly 1/2 of what an -
aiternative office itse wotild generate. : '

I would ask and encourage anyone interested in this project to contact me directly at 480.991.1111 or
michaeipleary@cox.net so that there can be a meaningful discussion. As someone.suggested | will post
the filing ofthe application with the City and the URL to access our case. Please note that the City only
posts ontine the narrative and all the other submittal items will be in the case file accessible atthe City's
Record Department 7447 E. Indian School Road. With all'that said | will be dropping off this thread for
now but | will be -avaftable anynme for a cail, email or an.in-persen meeting. Thanks again for your

interest. ML
-
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Michael P. 'L_eary,. LTD

10278 E. Hillery Drive o cell (480) 991-1111
Scottsdale, Arizona 85255 : _ ' g michaelpleaty@cox.net

DATE: August 12, 2019

TO: ~ Neighboring Property Owners a-nd Intereeted Parties
FROM: - Mike‘ Leary, _D’eveloptneot Consultant ‘

RE: - Senior L1vmg at McDowell Mountam Ranch - modjﬁcaﬁon to rezoning rquest ‘_

A letter explaining: the request t6 rezone the subject property was mmle.d back in late Apml The rezomng
application was filed back in May and we ate hoping to be in the public hca.tmg stage befote Planning
Cotmnmission in September and City Council in October The project itself remains unchanged from the

ptior letter and formal application.

You are receiving this update as the -application. ‘has been modified solely to remove the ESL
(Eavitonmentally Sensitive Lands) overlay disttict due to a City staff proposed dedication of right-of-way
along our east property line as described below:

B The subject property along with two others are the only ESL-zoned parcels on the south side of
MMRR and west of Thompson Peak Patkway as shown on the graphlc below:

The temoval of the ESL over]ay is a djrect result of staff s proposal to requu'e a 30’ Half-street
dedication alofig the eastetn portion of ‘the property and 30’ on the adjoining patcel (60°. total) Staff’s
long-held intent has been to preserve the opportunity to access the Atzona State Land Department
(“ASLD”) otphaned property located approximately 600’ south of MMRR shiould the patcel be acquired



by a p.::ivatez developer. The ASLD parcel is access-constrained with right-in/tight-out only to Thompson
Peak Parkway. Access to MMRR does little, if any, to the practical private development of the ASLD
property. *The ASLD has not had any interest from private developéts to acquite the property sepatate
from an adjoining MMRR property. In contrast the City’s long-held intent has been to acquite the ASLD
property for the development of event parking within the adjoining WestWorld basin. Acquismon of the
ASLD property has also been 1denttﬁed for‘inclusion in the Novembet bond elcctlon

. Desp1te the removal of the ESL overlay, there is N O CI-IAN GE TO OUR PROPOSED
LANDSCAPE PLAN INCLUDING UNDISTURBED NATURAL AREAS. The ongmally proposed
- landscaping and presetvation of the old Rio Verde Canal remain unaltered in the. hope and expectation that
the Clty will drop the proposed roadway to the ASLD property

[E. MCDOWELL MOUNTAR RANCH RD.
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We do not support the ASLD roadway dedication or street improvements for the following
reasons: the roadway does not provide meaningful access. for ptivate development; the driveway at MMRR
would be approzimately 138’ east of the Horseman’s Park driveway and would not meet the City’s 250 .
standard separation requirement; over 18,000 sf of landscaping and undisturbed area would be eliminated
along our eastern property line and a like amount from the adjoining propetty including significant
portions of the old Rio Verde Canal and undistarbed natural areas. Those lost areas create a technical
deficiency in the minimum NAOS tequited but the project still provides an excess of Open Space required
by the ESL standatds. Out plan is to still provide ESL NAOS easements over the same. areas prewously
identified so the next effect will be no thange from what was ongmally proposed

If you should have any questions, please contact ine at yout convenience. You may also contact City of
Scottsdale Senior Plannier Doris McClay who is assigned to this project and can be reachcd at 480.312.4214

and MCclav(@scousdaleaz gov. QOut case number is 8-ZN-2019.

Thank you! ML

enclosure



Douglas A. Ducey

Lisa A. Atkins

Governor Commissioney

Arizona State Land Department

1616 West Adams, Phoenix, AZ 85007
(602) 542-4631

November 6; 2019

Planning Commission

City of Scottsdale

3939 North Drinkwater Boulevard
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

RE: Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch; 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019

Dear Chairian Alessio and Commissioners:

On behalf o¥ the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), 1 appreciate the opportunity to provide
comment on: the November 13, 2019, Scottsdale Planning Commission Agenda items referenced
above. Of specific interest and concern to ASLD is the proposed partial Goverriment Land Office
(“GLO”) easement abandonment adjacent to the western nroperty line of the property that is the
subject of the above-referenced cases (the “Rezoning Property™). ASLD fully supports the rights
of all landowners to entitle and develop their properties in accordance with existing zoning and
regulatory frameworks. However, when the adverse impacts of those efforts extend beyond the
property on which the zoning or development is proposed, affecting State Trust land in direct.and
tangible ' ways, ASLD has a responsibility to respond and place our concerns-on behalf of the Trust
beneficiaries’ on the record for your consideration. '

The Rezoning Property is located immediately north of a 7.3-acre parcel of State Trust land (the
“Subject STL”). Although the Siibject STL straddles Thompson Peak Parkway, physical access
from that road is constrained, by topography and drainage. As a result, GLO. easements on the
common property line of the Rezoning Property and its neighbor to the immediate east provide the
only- practical physical access to‘the Subject STL. Currently, the GLO easements are 33 feet in
width, for a total corridor 66 feet in width between McDowell Mouintain Ranch Road and the
Subject STL (the “Access Corridor”).

According to materials available on the City’s website, the applicant is requesting, and City staff
is recommending, approval of the abandonment of the western 13 feet of the GLO easement on
the Rezoning Property’s eastern property line, which would reduce the total Access Corridor width
to 53 feet. If the subject abandonment is approved, ASLD believes it is highly likely that the owner
of the adjacent property to the east will also request a similar abandonment, thus reducing our
Access Corridor to 40 feet in width. ‘

I The Trust beneficiary of the Subject STL is the K-12 public schools of Arizona.

. »—u-*". ) __ wwwazlandgov ‘ - _-_-: ATTACHMENT 14 L
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Planning Commission
November 6, 2019
Page 2

ASLD’s Appraisal Section was consulted on this matter, and concluded that an appraisal of the
Subject STL. for office uses (its current land use designation per the 2001 Scottsdale Géneral Plan)
with a 40-foot wide access corridor would Ilkely be subject to a considerable valuation dlscount
Our fiduciary duty in this case compels us to act.

Whether an access road to the Subject STL can be fit into a 53-foot or 40-foot éasement is. not the
point. . ASLD’s position is that it is improper that ASLD, on behalf of the State Trust Beneficiaries,
be burdéned with the consequences of a neighboring property owneér’s self-imposed hardship,
namely that the Rezoning Property has insufficient.land area available to accommodate both the
proposed development and its required Natural Area Open Space (NAOS).

We respectfully request that the Planning Commission recommend denial of the subject GLO
easement abandonment, or delay action on the subject agenda item until such time as the applicant
can amend their development proposal so the Rezoning: Property can accommodate both their
buildings and their required NAOS without reducmg the GLO easement that provides access to
the Subject STL..

Thank you for your favorabie consider';itjohiof our request

Sincerely, . B

K b d ' o H
Lisa A. Atkins ' ~ .
State Land Commissioner o o : ~ 1




McCIax, Doris

From: Curtis, Tim

Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 1:45 PM

To: McClay, Doris

Subject: FW: Sr. Living Facility by Westworld . -- NO THANK YOU.

From: Karl F <karlfrye@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 1:31 PM

To: Planning Commission <Planningcommission@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: Sr. Living Facility by Westworld . -- NO THANK YOU.

A\ External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
It would be a terrible decision to allow the land that is a designated ESLO area to be converted into a Sr. Living
Facility. The groundwork for that many residents on such a small area of land is preposterous. Also there is only one
way in and out of that location and traffic going to and from WW, McDowell Mountain Ranch, ND Prep, is already more
than enough.

This would be a bad idea and my vote is NO.
Karl Frye

Homeowner
9853 E Bahia Dr, Scortsdale, AZ 85260



Mcﬁlaz, Doris . - -

From: : Castro, Lorraine :

Sent: : _ Monday, October 28, 2019 12:30 PM

To: ' McClay,. Doris

Subject: ' FW: Senior Living Facility along McDoweII Mtn Ranch Road adjacent to Westworld

From: Spencer Cunmngham <125pencer49@cox net>

Sent: Sunday, Octaber 27, 2019 8:53 PM :

To: Planning Commission <Planningcommission@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Subject: Senior Living Facility along McDowell Mtn Ranch Road adjacent to Westworld

/\ External Email: Please use caution if open_ing links-or attachments!

I oppose the 200 unit Senior Living Facility'on 5 acres along IVIcDoweII Mtn Ranch Road adjacent to Westworld please do
not-approve it. ' ‘ , . |

- -Spencer Cunningham . _ [ _ _ L =

10369 E Star Of The Desert Dy | y . o I “1
Scottsdale, AZ 86255 ' ' Co ! . .

-Spencer v . i : E '




McCIaz, Dofis » _ ' | ‘

From: Curtis, Tim
" Sent: ' Friday, October 25, 2019 5:20 PM
To: , McClay, Doris '
Subject: FW: Proposed Senior 200 Unit Living Facnhty nest Westworld

From. Linda Gomllcker <lgomlicker@gmail.com>

_Sent: Wednesday, October23, 2019 4:38 PM
To: Planning Commission <Planningcommission@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: Proposed Senior 200 Unit Living Facility nest Westworld.

/\ External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Dear Sir:. ‘

Please don’t allow the proposed 200 Unit Senior Living Facility to be built adjacent to one of Scottsdale’s blggest
tourism centeér, Westworld. Already an apartment complex was built at it’s northern entrance at 94th and Bell which *
creates increased traffic.congestion at-events at Westworld.-Please:don’t:allow-any further congestior. -

; I have lived at 15753 N. 102nd Street which is almost.in the corner of Thompson Peak Parkway and McDoweII
Mouniain Ranch. Thus, |.have watched the building’ ar\d traffic.grow: smce 1998. It has greatly lncreased of- whach much
could be expected but please’help us contain ovérgrowth..
Linda Gomlicker

-
TN

Sent from my'iPhone LT , 1
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Ttem #7546
N Fron 1o]1q - to/alfl

To: Planning Commission
Subject: in File - Please Turn Down High Density Senior Living Facility Next to Westworld
Date: Saturday, October 19, 2019 9:15:41 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
You will discussing the attempt to revise the zoning restrictions on the subject plot of land near the
Westworld entrance at your meeting on October 23, 2019. Please turn down this latest attempt by
the developer to get around intentional well-panned restrictions placed on the property density.

Changing to a high density zoning will only increase an already unacceptable traffic pattern in the
area whenever the Westworld Center hosts an event where traffic is routed through to the

McDowell Mountain Ranch /Thompson Peak Parkway roads.

| am a resident of Cachet Condominiums at McDowell Mountain Ranch, and need to use the affected
roads and intersections on a daily basis.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Regards,

Richard J Wojtczak
16420 N Thompson Peak Parkway
Scottsdale, AZ 85260



;L.-f—iM-%') 5‘9440 |

From: Comcast

To: inqg Commijssi

Subject:. Stop development i
Date: _ Sunday, October 20, 2019 8:08:54 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachménts!

‘There should not be dense residential in an ESLO area adjacent to our biggest tourism center. Itis already too
congested and dangerous.
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From: Ronnie Honey

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Senior Living Facility on MMR Road & Thompson Peak Parkway
Date: Sunday, October 20, 2019 2:29:58 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Dear Planning Commission:

As residents of MMR who live very close to the site of the proposed new senior living facility at MMR
Rd and TPP, we write to express our concern about the possibility of a substantial increase to the
number of units allowed per acre. It is our understand that the land is currently zoned for one unit
per acre and we strongly believe it needs to stay that way. Increasing the population density in an
already heavily trafficked area, particularly given the event traffic from Westworld is unfair to the
resident taxpayers in the area and out of line with the community lifestyle.

The residents in the MMR area pay hefty property taxes and play by the existing rules of the MMR
and local HOAs, as well as adhere to Scottsdale ordinances. We also vote. Builders looking to make
lots of money in this desirable area need to abide by the same community standards and zoning laws
as everybody else, without exception. There is no *good* reason to grant an exception for this
piece of property because it does not benefit the residents of the community or the greater good.

Thank you for your consideration.

Roger and Ourania Honey
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From: . Peter Vyltaggio ' .

To: Planning Commission
Subject: No Senior Living.Facility near West World

_ Date: Sunday, Octobier 20, 2019 2:31:57 PM

[External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Hello, 1 am writing as a.¢oncerned resident of McDowell Mountain Ranch: for the proposed Senior Living Facility-
near West World to be built on ESLO land zonéd for only 5 lots. Having 200.residerits on 5 acres is way too
populated-for a logation next to one of the largest tourist and revue generators for Noith Scottsdale. It doesn’t make
.sense 10 squeeze that many residents into a parcel of land that:i :is right next to.horse-barns; or needs access to roads
that are guaranteed to be mterrupted by event traffic. It’s a recipe for disaster.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Maisie Vultaggio
11047 E Mirasol Cir
Scottsdale, AZ 85255

Sent from my iPhone
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From: gary wagoner

To: Planning Commission

Subject: In File - Proposed development on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road & Thompson Peak NO DEVELOPMENT
Date: Sunday, October 20, 2019 2:43:58 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Dear Scottsdale Planning Commission,

As a long time resident, and registered voter, in the neighborhood of McDowell Mountain
Ranch Road & Thompson Peak I am asking that you continue to deny the proposed
development of the 5 homes and the 3-story nursing home.

My neighbors and I chose to live here because of the rustic desert scenery that we love so
much. We love the animals that roam freely here. We love the minimal traffic and minimal
noise and light pollution in this area. We are aware of the developer trying to overturn the
UNANIMOUS decision that the Planning Commission made in a recent vote to not allow the
development to occur. We are also aware of the lobbyist who is a prior employee of the city
of Scottsdale that is helping the developer overturn your decision because of a alleged
procedural violation.

The residents of our beautiful neighborhood are watching these political events unfold, and we
are the voters that have a DIRECT VOICE in this matter!!!! Please do not allow this
development project to happen. Are there any existing building moratoriums or environmental
issues that can be amended to keep future developments like this from occurring in the future?
I am looking forward to meeting each of you at the next hearing at Scottsdale City Hall on
October 23rd at Spm

Respectfully,

Dr. Gary L. Wagoner
480/343-0585
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From: DG '
To: annin mmission
Subject: In File - Senior Living Facility

Date: ) Sunday, October 20, 2019 2:46:58 PM

External Email; Please use bcaution_i‘f opening links or-attachments!
This project needs to.be:voted down. again: That’s a terrible locatiori fof that project. Tt’s bad enough we:keep seeing

higher density" pro_|ects all around Scottsdale. It’s high time you start thinking about the citizens of Scottsdale and
stop letting the'developers run this city. T love Scottsdale but.the quality of life has gotten worse and worse since’]

moved here 15.years ago.
Réspectfully,
Dave Garafano

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Donna Neuhauser

To: Planning Commission

Subject: In File - Senior Residential Facility
Date: Sunday, October 20, 2019 3:11:58 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Dear Members of the Planning Commission:

My husband n I live in MMR within walking distance of WestWorld. I am asking that this
senior facility NOT b built in the proposed area. It is not a good area for such a facility-
wayyyy too dense..... not to mention all the horse trailers that show up with the many
equestrian events. I’m not against the senior facility - heck I’'m 65 myself - but this area is
simply not an appropriate building site.

Thank you for your consideration. Best, Donna Neuhauser 10326 East Tierra Buena Ln 85255

|

Donna



From: Jmhmam

To: = | Plannin Commlvssr n
Subject: Dénhse Senior residential in an ESLO
Date: ' ' Sunday, October 20,.2019 3:33:58 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Ridiculousyoi are even considering this. As a 32 plus year resident.in this area I am. appalled that you would even

consider changing density zoning in this.area.
We:the people who live here and have lived here don’t want-this kind of densn:y in our area

Sinc‘erely
Jim H'ow,ard
:Sent from my iPhone
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From: Carole Perrello

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Development on a parcel west of Thompson Peak and on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road
Date: Sunday, October 20, 2019 4:10:01 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
| ask that you please continue to turn down the plan to develop 200 units for a 3 story nursing home
complex on a parcel west of Thompson Peak and on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. This massive
density incease on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road will increase traffic in the area around
WestWorld and may lead to encourage more developers to supersize other proposals in the
McDowell Mountain Ranch area. Please let us keep our current lifestyle at McDowell Mountain

Ranch.
Thank you.
Carole Lee Perrello

16356 N Thompson Peak Pkwy
Scottsdale, AZ 85260
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From: Bruce Flliasen

To: Planning Commission

Ce: Bruce, ICE

Subject: In File- Westworld Senior home project at 94th and Bell
Date: Sunday, October'20, 2019 5:08:04 PM

External Erhail: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

-How could you possibly-permit a 200 unit senior living project on land that is zoned one unit per acre? There is too
much congestion in this area'riow. This would open the city open to-d humber-of lawsuits. | would like a answer to
this email. Thank.you ‘

Bruce Elliasen
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From: Mary Wolfersberger

To: Planning Commission

Cc: City Coundil

Subject: In File - Zoning law changes

Date: Sunday, October 20, 2019 5:25:04 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Senior Living Facility on MMR Road and Tt Peal

This email is specifically addressing this current issue listed above but | am also AGAINST
ALL the zoning variances that Scottsdale is so willing to give to developers. Scottsdale is a
wonderful community because of the Master plans that were approved years ago. The current
city council should not be changing these ordinances to accommodate the developers for their
own person interests rather than the interest of the residents of Scottsdale. What is the
purpose and benefit of allowing a developer to build a 200 unit Senior Living Facility on 5 acres
when it is zoned for one unit per acre, they are seeking to allow a 40x increase to 40 units per
acre.

Start being responsible to the residents!

Mary Wolfersberger

Scottsdale, AZ
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From: Christine De Marco

To: Planning Commission

Subject: In File - dense building in Scottsdale
Date: Sunday, October 20, 2019 7:32:03 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
I am writing to say that there should not be any dense building of residential
homes/apartments or buildings in an ESLO area. This area is at Bell and 94th street right near
Westworld. Westworld offers Scottsdale such wonderful events/tourism. This would be a huge
inconvenience to those around that area as well as those visiting Westworld.

Christine De Marco
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From: Susan Hughes
To: - Planning Commission
Subject: In File - Vote No on allowing a developer to build on Thompson Peak and McDowell

Date: Sunday, October 20, 2019 9:45:03 PM )

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Ilive in McDowell Mountain Ranch subdivision. It would be very inappropriate'an"d yes, reckless to allow a 3 story
building-with 200 plus units at sich.a busy intersection at the entrance of Westworld, This is chaotic:intersection
with horse trailers during shows, lots, thiking as well as events..

A 5 acre parcel slated for 5 homes:is very different than a.200 unit 3 story monstrosity. it:was:tumed down already,
‘why allow theni the option of resubmitting. It doesn’t seefii right nor ethical and doesn’t pass the*“sniff test”. As
Scottsdale is asking the public to pass a huge bond why is there the need to.appear unethicil and reckless? Integrity
matters and the community is watching very closely. ' ’

- Susan Hughés MD
Boince Highest LLC
John Maxwell Certified Speaker and Coach
Robbins-Madenes trained Coach
(360)448-8770

¢
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. From: Amy Bjorkman
To: Planning Commission
Subject: . 1In file - Retirement: community

Date: Monday; October 21,.2019 6:20:09 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opeiing links or attachments!

‘Hello. I ama resident.of Horseman’s Park Ranch and | recently learned of the proposed plans to construct.a 200-
unit Senior Living facility on Thompsen Peak Parkway and McDowell Mountain Rénch Rd. This facility would be
directly across from.my community. 1 am opposed to this plan. There should not be dense residential .in an ESLO
area adjacent to our biggest tourism center. This would.also increase traffic in an peaceful.area and on a street
.where children aré'walking to-and from school each day (with sidewalks.on only one side of the street. ) It wiguld
also riegatively impact the natural habitat ofidesert life found in-this.area.

Pleasc reconsider this project.

Thank you,

'Amy Bjorkman
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From: ~ Kevin Moshir

To: lanning Comrmission

Subject: In File - Parcel west of Thompson Peak-and McDowell
Date: ‘Monday, October. 21, 2019 6:41:09 AM

External Email:, Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Dear City of Scottsdale Planning Commission,

‘My family-and I would like to thank you for looking after our commgnity. We dppreciate you turning down tbe
~ proposal for the thrég story fursing home complex. Please continué:doing:so despite lobbying efforts.

. Best'régards,
Kevin Moshir . : B



From: Robert Vodicka

To: Planning Commission

Subject: In File -Vote No on MMR development
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 7:48:09 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Scottsdale Planning Commission,
I am writing to voice concern over the requested rezoning of the plot of land at Thompson
Peak and MMR Road. Based on the mailings received, the developer is seeking to turn a
residential-zoned parcel into a large-scale nursing home. This is unacceptable. Coupled with
the planned and unnecessary storage facility, this will significantly disrupt our neighborhood
and community, create years of development issues in an otherwise fully-developed area, and
massively increase traffic (which is already an issue with Westworld and Notre Dame). And if
this project is approved, what's next?

MMR is a family community and the last thing needed is a new development that will drive up
traffic across the street from a school and library while creating more light and sound
pollution. There are countless parcels of land in Scottsdale that are not in the middle of family
homes. Put in a park and walking paths, something that benefits the families that are leading
the growth in our city. Support the young and growing families that are likely to approve the
bond packages in November, as we all want to improve our great city. We already voted down
the development within the Preserve last year; please understand our position that we want to
keep community family-focused, not a construction zone.

I look forward to hearing more about this at the 10/23 meeting and hope you will consider my
view.

Robert Vodicka
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From: Biorkman, Eric E

To: Planning Commission

Cc: Amy Bjorkman (dramybjorkman@yahoo.com); Bjorkman, Eric E
Subject: In file - Stop huge nursing home on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road!
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 7:53:14 AM

Importance: High

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Scottsdale Planning Commissioners:

| have been made aware of an attempt by a developer to change the zoning of property on the
South side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road to allow a large retirement home to be built. |live in
a quiet neighborhood on the north side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road, and moved here
specifically because the surrounding area was zoned for single family homes, not large buildings that
will generate massive traffic and noise.

Please reject this proposal and keep the property in this area to single family homes only!!!
Sincerely,
Eric Bjorkman

9922 East Monte Cristo Ave
Scottsdale, AZ 85260
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From: ) Diane:Seijdl
To: . Planning Commission
Subject: In file - senior living center

Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 11:14;10 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Please, forheaven’s sake,do not:build a senior center by Westword. That.makes-absolutely no sénse. There are so
many reasons that this is a very poor idea. | hope the city planning commission uses more common sense than to
allow this to be build in this area.
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From: Susan Leeper

To: Planning Commission

Subject: in File - No Dense Residential in ESLO area
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 11:29:09 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

This 200-unit nursing homeproject doesn’t belong in the area adjacent to our
biggest tourism center. If approved it will encourage more speculative
developers to come to the area looking for similar density grabs for apartments
and other uses that would change the low-scale nature of the area.

The developer is trying to cram 800 pounds in a hundred pound bag They
should not be granted an exemption from Scottsdale’s landmark
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance (as they did at the previous hearing)
or a change that would see them screw the Arizona State Land Department,
which has adjoining property and which is the city’s long-time partner to bring
the McDowell Sonoran Preserve to life.

Susan Leeper
Scottsdale resident since 1992
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From: mary engan

To: Planning Commission

Subject: In file - NO NURSING HOME COMPLEX !!!!!
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 12:03:11 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Dear Planning Commission Members,

How can you CAVE IN to the tricks and lies of a FORMER City of Scottsdale STAFFER TURNED LOBBYIST --
- SOUNDS JUST LIKE THE DEEP STATE IN WASHINGTON!! How could you BACK TRACK your earlier
UNANIMOUS VOTE to DENY that DEVELOPER TO RUIN the McDowell Mountain Area??

Is MONEY changing hands - under the table???

This must not be allowed!

HOPEFULLY - YOU WILL ALL HAVE THE COURAGE IT TAKES TO STOP THIS - ONCE AND FOR
ALL!!!

I HAVE LIVED IN THIS PART OF SCOTTSDALE SINCE 2003 ---- there is NO NEED for NURSING
HOMES.... MORE APARTMENTS.... MORE BUILDINGS OF ANY NATURE.... AND CERTAINLY NOT
MORE TRAFFIC IN THIS BEAUTIFUL PART OF SCOTTSDALE!!!

STOP THIS CRAZINESS - NOW!!!

Sincerely,
M. Engan
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From: Steve Jennings

To: Planning Commission

Subject: In file- Senior living development
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 12:18:10 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Please do not allow ‘senior living facility’ west of Thompson Peak on McDowell
Mountain Ranch Road. The five acre parcel is zoned for five homes.

I know there is currently a facility at 94th street and to be honest it is poorly managed so we
moved our 87 year old mom to a facility on Thomas closer to where a bulk of elderly medical
facilities are currently located.. please leave the area in question as it is "a destination for
tourists and active adults"

Thank you

Steve Jennings
480-686-0164
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From: kari coelho

To: Planning Commission

Subject: In File - NO to 3 story nursing home complex on Mcdowell Mountain Ranch Road!!!!!
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 1:18:21 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
| am writing this email to urge the City of Scottsdale to prevent the property owner at
McDowell Mountain Ranch Road and Thompson Peak from being allowed to build a 3-story
nursing home complex on land that has been designated for 5 homes only. As a resident of
the Horseman's Park Community, this proposed change in development will be disastrous to
our community. The area already has significant traffic, congestion, and noise for our small
community. It is unfair and manipulative to attempt to undo the will of the local people that
have already unanimously agreed that this parcel of land be developed with 5 homes only. As
a community, we have chosen to live in this part of North Scottsdale to avoid a bigger city feel
and to be able to access local businesses without traffic and aggravation. Please do not allow
the greed of this developer to negate the will of the people that reside in North Scottsdale.
Ultimately, we the people will vote to keep people in positions of power who are here to serve
the will of all people,, not just selfish and opportunistic developers.

Sincerely,

John and Kari Coelho
Horseman's Park Residents
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From: Steve Steinke

To: Planning Commission

Subject: In File - Senior Living Proposal in North Scottsdale
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 2:54:17 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

10/21/2019
TO: City of Scottsdale Planning Commision.

It's been a while, and yet it hasn't.

When on the Planning Commission in the early 2000's, | was so concerned about building types,
sensitive lands development, and density issues east of Pima Road and north of Shea that | had to get a
first-hand look at Silverleaf before considering any such development. It was eye-opening. And then
there was the history with that project that preceded me.

The record during my two terms on the Commission might indicate an inconsistent vote here and there,
but | considered my role as a steward for the generations yet to come who deserve a managed yet
beautiful McDowell Mountain setting. To do that, it needed responsible oversight against overly dense
and inappropriate development.

A maximum thirty-six foot height limit was particularly important to me. Still is. As are retaining the view
and focus on land use and density.

| can understand why a developer might find the math easy for a quick return on a senior living
opportunity right there in the foothills. Their argument is a no-brainer.

And yet, shouldn't those of us who have been, are, or will be charged as stewards of those precious
remaining acres defend those very assets in the most responsible ways?

| simply ask the Commission to back away a bit from the stack of papers and items on the agenda in front
of you. Far enough out of the moment to close your eyes and breathe in the air that a good steward might
be grateful for. Hang on to the possibilities you embrace about that area.

Thank you all for service. Your responsibilities and your commitment are appreciated by more than you

know. This guy for sure.

Steven D. Steinke
Scottsdale, Arizona



From: Matthew Foster

To: Planning Commission

Subject: In File - Stop huge nursing home on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 4:38:12 PM

THem# 54—(p

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Scottsdale Planning Commissioners:

I have been made aware of an attempt by a developer to change the zoning of property on the
South side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road to allow a large retirement home to be built. I
live in a quiet neighborhood on the north side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road,
Horseman's Park, and moved here specifically because the surrounding area was zoned for
single-family homes, not large buildings that will generate elevated traffic and noise.

I would like to request that you reject this proposal and keep the property in this area to single-
family homes only!!!

Sincerely,

Matt Foster

9906 East Monte Cristo Ave
Scottsdale, AZ 85260
405-819-3641
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From: Dave Murrow

To: Planning Commission

Subject: No dense residential in an ESLO area by Westworld
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 6:38:11 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Reject the plan - do not build dense residential in an ESLO area next to Westworld.

Dave Murrow
g linkedi in/david
http://twitter.com/dmurrow
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From: LISA HORNE

To: Planning Commission

Subject: NO on Case 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 10:48:14 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Hello,
Please vote NO on both Case 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019.
There is already WAY TOO MUCH TRAFFIC on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road.

In the 13 years I have lived here it has gone from bad to worse. Residents in Horseman's Park
used to have very little traffic. It was basically only special event traffic for Westworld. Then
they started routing that traffic through Bell Road and 94th Street, so everything was great
again.

Then Notre Dame High School started getting larger, and there is more traffic from the high
school.

Then the townhomes on the corner of 98th Street and McDowell Mountain Ranch Road were

built. They are not even fully completed or sold and traffic has already increased. Because of

the townhomes, you changed the street layout and took away our dedicated right turn lane into
the subdivision. It's like taking your life in your hands trying to turn right. People are about to
run you over or are weaving back and forth between lanes to pass people turning. It is horrible
and dangerous!

Do the right thing and VOTE UNANIMOUSLY TO STOP the building of this nursing home.
You voted against it before. Just because the developer is coming back with tricks up his
sleeve, including a former planning staffer turned lobbyist, does not mean you should
reconsider. This is still a BAD IDEA!!!

The absolute last thing this small stretch of road needs is more cars. You should put a
policeman on this road every day, because not one car drives the 30 mph speed limit.

Please VOTE NO on 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019.
Thank you!
Lisa Horne

A concerned Horseman's Park resident.
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From: Mohan Kaadige

To: Planning Commission

Subject: McDowell Mountain Ranch Road

Date: Tuesday, October 22, 2019 6:29:21 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Hello,

| am a resident of Horseman Park Community. | kindly request you to NOT allow the
developers to increase density on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. This will not only increase
the traffic but will disturb the serenity of the neighborhood.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Mohan Kaadige
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From: Jeffrey Lee DiNapoli

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Senior Living Facility on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road
Date: Tuesday, October 22, 2019 9:41:25 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Somehow Scottsdale has already become the nations leader "old folks homes". It is time to
put an end to this madness. You are destroying our beautiful city and making us a laughing
stock and punch line.

An angry Scottsdale resident of 21 years.
Jeffrey Lee DiNapoli
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From: Jen Perez

To: Planning Commission

Subject: New

Date: Tuesday, October 22, 2019 10:02:30 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Planning Commission:

| recently purchased a condo (Greythorn Condo) in MMR and directly across the street is
where a 3 story - 200 unit nursing home is currently up contemplated and up for your review
tomorrow.

1 100% oppose the placement of such as the land is better utilized as open space and
natural as it sits currently.

The amount of activity in the area for West World and the equestrian center is adequate and
the homes, condo's and apartments should not be subjected to the amount of additional
traffic, ambulances and emergency response teams that this type of use would bring.

Please vote no to the request for a nursing home and deny this use.

Jennie Perez

9850 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road
Unit 1002

Scottsdale, AZ 85260
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From: Reena Pamarthi

To: Planning Commission

Subject: McDowell Mountain Ranch Road

Date: Tuesday, October 22, 2019 10:38:26 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Hello,

| am a resident of Horseman Park Community. | kindly request you to NOT allow the
developers to increase density on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. This will not only increase
the traffic but will disturb the serenity of the neighborhood and nature.

There is so much of wild life in this neighborhood please, protect them / protect the Mother
Nature.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Reena Pamarthi
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Fom 19/85 - 10/33

From: Laura Burke

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Frankenstein

Date: Tuesday, October 22, 2019 4:15:21 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

We don’t need a 10 or 15 story buildings in the McDowell area, stick to 2 and 3 story buildings. Thank you, keep
high rise buildings in there own area not residential areas.
Laura Olson



From: LiKo

To: Planning Commission
Subject: No senior home next to westworld
Date: Tuesday, October 22, 2019 7:44:17 PM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Dear commission,
Please do not place a retirement home near westworld. A small resort or mall with condos on
top, like kierland would be a smarter choice.
Please be sure to leave a portion of that space for a park with trees.
Thank you
Lisa Ko



From: . lustinschwab@vyahoo.com

To: . Planning Commission
Subject: - Westworld soccer fields
Date:- - “Tuesday; October 22,.2019:8:14:17 PM

Externat Email: Please.us¢ caution:if'opening links of attachments!
Good.eévening -
‘Weiaré:residents of--Hbi'ser_nan"rSgPark<écr9ss from tlic.soon‘to be developed parcels-cast.of Westworld: We would
like to voice our suppoit to-use the. land for soceer fiélds and-Westworld parking as-opposed-toa 3 story dssisted

living tower, : ‘

One thing that surprised us'whei moving to this area.was the:lack of parks-and fields. Soccer fields would be a:
welcone:addition forthe residents.of Horseman’s Park, Trails North and McDowell Mountain Ranch as:a whole.

Thark you -
. Justin and Carissa. Sctiwab
. Horseman’s Park fésiderits

16251 N-98th Place

248-420-2931



From: kenjonker@gmail.com

To: Planning Commission

Cc: michaelpleary@cox.net

Subject: Proposed Senior Living Project - McDowell Mt Ranch
Date: Wednesday, October 23, 2019 5:28:25 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
As a resident of McDowell Mt. Ranch, | am in favor of the Senior Living Project. | see no objection to
it.
As a matter of fact, it has far more appeal to me than the development in progress, almost directly
across the street on the NorthWest corner of McDowell Mt Ranch Rd & 98" Street

Any alternative which would result in significantly more traffic in the immediate area even 1 or 2
weeks a year would be extremely objectionable.

Ken Jonker
10564 E. Raintree Dr.
Scottsdale, AZ

480-513-0703

KenJonker@gmail.com

KenJonker@tams-data.com



From: Celine Eckholdt

To: Plannina Commission
Subject: No To Nursing Home-McDowell Mountain Ranch
Date: Wednesday, October 23, 2019 7:59:24 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Hello,
We hope’ this email finds you well.

We are residents of Horseman’s Park at McDowell Mountain Ranch and we are opposing-the pétitioh_ to build a
Senior Citizen-Facility by Westworld.

The traffic will significantly increase.

Only single family homes or stores like Trader Joe’s would be beneficial.
Thaﬁk you.

Best regards,

Jason & Celinc.Eckholdt

Sent from my iPhone



From: Kathy Mortenson

To: Planning Commission
Subject: McDowell ranch area
Date: Wednesday, October 23, 2019 8:00:22 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Please do not allow the developer to build a proposed 3 story 200 unit Senior living facility in

the McDowell Mountain Ranch area by Westworld. The proposed area should be left pristine
for all of us to enjoy. Please say NO.
Please.

You know that developers only care about making money and leave destruction and ugliness
in their wake. They don't care about AZ precious land, preserves, scenery, views or people.

Scottsdale residents are counting on you to say No.

Sincerely,
Kathy Mortenson



From: Lakshmana Rallapalli

To: } Plannin iSsion
Subject: 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019

Date: Wednesday, October 23, 2019 12:53:25 PM

e

tlon lf opehmg

all ase 3
_e do NOT approve th1s rezon1ng as the new 200 Unit nursing home compTex
wiTl increase the traffic in this gquite neighborhood. :

Lakshmana Rallapalli
Resident of HorsemanPark

8-ZN-2019 (Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch) Request by owner for a
Zoning District Map Amendment from Single-family Residential, Plannéd
Community District, Environmentally .Sensitive Lands (R1-35 PCD ESL) to
Commercial Office, Planned Community District, Environmentally Sensitive
Lands (C-0 PCD ESL) and Development Plan amendment on a +/-5-acre site
Tocated at 9875 & 9909 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Rd (217-14-037A and 217-14-
038A). staff contact person is Doris McClay, 480-312-4214. Applicant contact
person is Michael Leary, 480-991-1111.

5-AB-2019 (Senior Living at McDowe11 Mountain Ranch) Request to abandon the -
thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office Patent Easement (GLOPE) on the
east side of parcel 217-14-037A, the thirty-three (33) foot General Land
office patent Easement on the west side, the thirty-three (33) foot General
Land O0ffice Patent Easement on the. south side and the thirteen (13) feet of
the thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office Patent Easement on the east
side, Tlocated on parcel 217-14-038A located at 9875 & 9909 E. Mcbowell
Mountdin Ranch Road. staff contact person is Doris McClay, 480-312-4214.
applicant. contact person is Michael Leary, 480-991-1111.



McClay, Doris

From; ’ . Curtis, Tim ‘

Sent: -~ Tuesday, Septembet 10, 2019 11:28 AM

To: , Betty Janik '

Ce: MichaelPLeary@cox.net; McClay, Doris

‘Subject: RE: COGS SUPPORTS DEVELOPER ON 8-ZN-2019 Senior lemg at McDowell Mountain
Ranch

Ms. Janik,

Thank you for the correspondence. A point of clarification is that the proposed removal of ESL zoning gvérlay from the.
property is part of the 8-ZN-2019 zoning case, not the 5-AB-2019. abandonment case. .
Let us know if you have any gquestions.

Tim Curtis
Director of Current Planning
City of Scottsdale

From: Betty Jamk <Cogs. scottsdale@gmall com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 9:13 AM
To: City Manager Mailbox <citymanager@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; City Council <C|tyC0unC|I@scott5daIeaz gov>; Plannmg
Commission <Planningcommissjon@scottsdaleaz.gov>
- Cc: MichaelPLeary@cox.net
Subject: COGS SUPPORTS DEVELOPER ON 8-ZN-2019 Senior Living'at McDowell Mountain.Ranch

mal 'Emgi'lz Please use caution if'opqning links or attac,hmentsrl

COGS position on 8:ZN-2019 Senior Living at McDowell-Mountain Ranch
Cases 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019
September 10, 2019

TO: Mayor Lane, City Council, City Manager; a"nd Planning Commission

COGS supports the position of the developer that they should NOT be required
to provide access to the State Trust Land'to the south.of Case 8-ZN-2019

« That parcel can be accessed from Thompson Peak Parkway, which should be'the:access
to that land. This is especially true if the city:intends to buy it and use it for a

combination of sports fields and for additional event parking for West World.

e Access off Thompson Peak Parkway already exists to gain access to existing city owned
assets, including fields, on the east'side of Thompson Peak Parkway

¢ Access to this state land woduld be a natural extension of the existing access.

o The city no longer requires special access across the subject property. . ] :
1



COGS does NOT support removing it from the ESL overlay in Case 5-AB-2019

To do so would set a very bad precedent and the need to remove it from the overlay goes
away when the city’s request for access to the state land goes away.

We would hope‘that reason would prevail. and the city will remove any requirement to provide
access to-the state trust land through the subject property and also not grant removal of the
subject property from the ESL overlay.. '

‘Coalition of Greater Scottsdale Board of Directors
Betty Janik, President .

8924 E. Pinnac_le Peak Road Suite G-5 PMB 518
Scottsdale, AZ 85255

www.COGSAZ.rnet




 September 20, 2019

Paul Alessio

Chairman ‘

Scottsdale Planning Commission
3939 Drinkwater Boulevard
Scottsdale, AZ 85251

.Dear Chairman Alessio:

We are disappointed and extremely concemed at an item that has quietly made it5 way
onto your agenda. It has to do with jeopardizing the City’s and taxpayer investments in
WestWorld with a proposal to put residential use on a 5-acre parcel on McDowell Mountain
Ranch Road, at the east entrance to WestWorld.

_ " As the three. signature users of WestWorld that.collectively have spent tens of mllhons of
dollars to help. drive Scottsdale tourism, we cannot understand the policy of supporting
residential uses near one of City’s. kcy areas of commetce. The more residential there is near
WestWorld, the more complaints there are about noise, traffic and, in the case of equestrian
events, odor. We have evidence of that as the result of one of the City’s regrettable zoning
decisions years ago allowing a large residential development at the northern tip of WestWorld on
Bell Road. Why would it want to repeat such a mistake now?

We are not opposed to-rezoningsin the.area. For example, last year a énother parcel on
McDowell Mountain Ranch Road was:approved for a storage facility. Such a place will
obviously not be full of residents who may cornplam

If this is not sufficient policy rationale to deny or delay this réquest — one the applicant
-has not had the courtesy to reach out to us about — here is another. This appears to be the first

- private-sector development in Scottsdale’s history that would be exempt from the-city’s ESLO
ordinance; Allowing this would lead-to many more owners asking for removal of their, property
from ESL.

The decision to designate plans.as ESL was an important community wide effort and any
removal of property from ESL deserves.extensive public input. Disturbingly, we have discovered
inconsistences within their formal application with the City that causes concern for us and the .

neighboring communities. Ini their public notice to Neighboring Property Qwners and Interested: 7

Parties that was sent on April 26, 2019, the applicant states their request for a change in zoning
from R1-35 PCD ESL (Single-family Residential within a Planned Community District.in
Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to C-O PC ESL (Commercial Office within a Planned
Comrnunity District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands). But within the submitted application
with the City the applicant has removed the ESL component in their rezoning request. This has
prevented a community from weighing in regarding this important policy decision to remove:
lands from ESL. Additional community outreach is required to adequately inform the




surrounding property owners that have abided by the current zoning requirements. At a
minimum, the applicant should be required to re-notice their case to inform the public of this
dramatic precedent-setting request. Please delay your decision to allow this to occur.

We ask this application be denied for the foregoing reasons, or, at a minimum, to be
postponed so both we and the City can properly evaluate a proposal that has far more
implications than what n conveyed to you to date.

Sincerely,

Craig Jackson
CEO, Barrett-Jacksoff Auction Company

Taryl OF

Scotisdgieg/ Arabian Morse Show

}‘- 4.’4"’ /

l)u‘ Huls #
cottudale Quancrhorse Sha

cc: Mayor Jim Lane, jlane @ scottsdaleaz gov
Vice Mayor Linda Milhaven, Imilhaven@scoitsdaleaz.gov
Councilwoman Suzanne Klapp, sklapp@scottsdaleaz.gov
Councilwoman Virginia Korte, vkorte@scottsdaleaz.gov
Councilwoman Kathy Littlefield, klittlefield@ scotisdaleaz. gov

Councilman Guy Phillips, gphillips@sco eaz.gov
Councilwoman Solange Whitehead, S Whitehead@ Scottsdaleaz.pov
City Manager Jim Thompson, JThompson@ scottsdaleaz.gov
Planning Director Randy Grant, rgrant@ScottsdaleAZ.gov

Planning Commission Vice Chair Prescott Smith
Commissioner Kevin Bollinger

Commissioner Ali Fakih

Commissioner Renee Higgs

Commissioner Larry Kush

Commissioner Christian Serena




McCIax, Doris

From: Ruenger, Jeffrey

Sent: Friday, September 27, 2019 2:43 PM

To: McClay, Doris; Acevedo, Alex

Subject: FW: Concern for Housing Project at Thompson Peak and McDowell Mountain Ranch
Attachments: Westworld_5_AB_2019.pdf

From: Jason Alexander <jason.alexander.az@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, September 23, 2019 11:59 PM

To: Planning Commission <Planningcommission@scottsdaleaz.gov>; City Council <CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: Concern for Housing Project at Thompson Peak and McDowell Mountain Ranch

A\ External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
| recently learned that the proposed housing project at the corner of Thompson Peak Parkway and McDowell Mtn
Ranch Road wants to waive their Environmentally Sensitive Lands Overlay designation. This is new information,
that was not part of their April open house. The request changed in their actual application to the City. I've read
this will be the first private development in Scottsdale to be exempt from the ESLO designation? This is very bad
policy. And as a neighbor, it pierces the buffer zones that make living adjacent to Westworld surprisingly. low-
impact on the residents. | expressed concerns months ago to the Developers via Nextdoor about added height,
not adding additional walkways to support expected pedestian traffic, a residential area on a bad curve. | know
that street extremely well as a nearby driver, dog-runner and cyclist. When Westworld is busy, that road:is a chore
for the few residents living along it. Its not a good mix of uses having a residential project so close to a tourism hub.
Residents will chafe at the sports field and truck parking down'in the drainage basin, and the Westworld trailhead which
frequently produces a lot of dust clouds from the horse tracks. \
The attached letter from some of the marquee Westworld users is spot-on. Some will howl this favors Jackson and
the Tourism community. The alternative is a developer who wants height, density, lighting and use exemptions
that don't work for the neighbors on each side - residents and Westworld. And sets an unacceptable precedent. A
General Plan would solve questions like this, and | hope we work towards it after the bond election in November.

Thank you.
Jason Alexander



McCIax, Doris

From: Ruenger, Jeffrey

Sent: Friday, September 27, 2019 2:43 PM

To: McClay, Doris; Acevedo, Alex

Subject: FW: ESLO change to MMR senior living facility

From: John Dietel <jpd480@cox.net>

Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2019 5:33 PM

To: Planning Commission <Planningcommission@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Cc: City Council <CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Subject: ESLO change to MMR senior living facility

A\ External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
I recently learned that the owner/developer of this proposed facility in MMR is trying to sneak in a change at the last
minute allowing a waiver of ESLO requirements. | would imagine this is to solely save money on their end and
unfortunately most likely reflects how they will treat residents too. | am sick and tired of wealthy people trying to
subvert the rules and government tacitly allowing it. You should hold yourselves and those who want to live irr do
business in the city accountable and do the right thing which seems to be just lip service these days. As a MMR resident,
this is probably something that won’t affect me directly, but that doesn’t mean it isn’t right, and voter apathy i isn ‘t right
either, which is why | took the time to write you this message and hope you hold them accountable to thelr ongmal
plans that were shared with the local community in good faith.

Regards,

John Dietel



McClay, Doris

From:.
Sent:
To: _
Subject:

Castro, Lorraine

Wednesday, September 25, 2019 10:05 AM
McClay, Doris ‘ ‘
FW: Planning Commission Public Comment (response #149)

From: Planning Commission <Planningcommission@scottsdal'eaz.—gov,>
Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 20199:39 AM

To: Castro, Lorraine <Lcastro@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Subject: Planning Comrhis’"sibri‘Public Comment (response #149)

| Planning Co‘mm_is‘sion Public Comment (response #149)

Survey Information
' Site:.

ScottsdaleAZ.gov

Page Title:

Planning Commission Public Comm:ent '

-

URL:

hitgs:/MWw.scotisdaIeaz.govlboards)planning-commissionlgublic-
c‘om_ment '

Subﬁ'tission Time/Date:

9/25/20199:38:23 AM

Survey Response.

AGENDA ITEM

What agenda item are you
commenting on?

4. 8-ZN-2019 (Senior Living at McDowell Mountain R

1 comMENT,

Comment:

build a 5-acre residential development there.

residential encroachment that might threaten its

director, SCOTT

WestWorld is too valuable.of an asset to our tourism
industry and as a revenue stream for the city to allow

| am concerned about a project coming to light at the
east entrance to WestWord,. referring to the request to

effectiveness. | hope you will coritinue to recognize the
importance of WestWorld as you consider this request.
And ultimately,.| hope you will deny it. Thanks for your
consideration. With respect, Don Henhinger Executive




Comments are limited to 8,000 characters and may be cut and pasted from another source.

PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR NAME:

First & Last Name: Don Henninger

AND ONE OR MORE OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS:

Email: donh@scottsdale.com
Phone: (480) 650-2025
Address: 8202 E. Del Gamino Dr., Scottsdaie,- 85258

Example: 3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd, Scottsdale 85251




City Notifications — Mailing List Selection Map
Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch
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" MeetingDate: - - October 23,2019

‘General Plan Element: - Land Use . . :
General Plgn Goal:- ‘ Create a sense of comm unjty_‘thro_ugh land uses
ACTION |

- Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch’
'8-ZN-2019 &5-AB'-2019 :

Request to consnder the followmg

1. Arecommendation to City Council regarding a request by owner for a Zonlng District Map
‘Amendment from Single-family Residential, Planned Community District, Environmentally
Sensitive: Lands (R1-35 PCD ESL) to Commercial Office, Planned Community District, .
Environmentally Sensitive Lands {C-O PCD ESL) and Development-Plan amendment on a +/-5-
acre site located at 9875 and 9909 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road (217-14- 037A and 217-
14-038A).

L
XA «

-2. Arecommendation to City Council regarding a request by owner to abandon the thirty-three
(33) foot General Land Office Patent Easement (GLOPE) on the east side of parcel 217-14-037A,
and to abandon the thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office Patent Easement on the west
side, the thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office Patent Easement on the south side and the
western thirteen (13) feet of the thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office Patent Easement on
the east side of parcel 217- 14-038A Iocated at 9875 and 9909 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch

" Road.

Goal/Purpose.of Request

The applicant’s request is to rezone to a commercnal district that allows a resudentlal healthcare
facility and to abandon some of the General Land Office Patent Easement (GLOPE) on the subject
* properties. NN

Key Items for Consideration-
. Conformance with General Plan
» Access to the property and adjacent properties is not 1mpacted
" by proposed abandonment :
* Revised rezoning and abandonment request which was
recommended for denial by the Planning Commission on
September 25th o

Action Taken




Planning Commission Report | Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch .

OWNER

Winstar Pro .
(602) 525-2469

APPLICANT CONTACT

Michael Leary
480-991-1111

LOCATION

9875 E McDowell Mountain Ranch Rd. and 9909 E. McDowelI Mountam Ranch Rd. {217-14-037A
and 217-14- 038A)

BACKGROUND

General Plan .

The General Plan Land Use Element designates the property-as Office. This category includes a
variety of office uses. This category provides strict development and landscaping requirements to
ensure adjacent residential uses are protected. The proposed rezoning to Commermal Office (C-O)
typically conforms with the Office designation.

Zoning
The site is zoned .Single-family Residential, Planned Communlty District, Enwronmentally Sensitive

" Lands (R1-35 PCD ESL). The Single-family zoning district(s) allow(s) for su_ngle family homes,

recreational, religious and educational facilities. The subject properties were annexed in 1972
{Ordinance 645), rezoned from the County R1-35 to the Single-family Zzoning district (R1-35) under
case 22-Z-72. In 1991, the Environmentally Sensitive Lands Overlay (ESL) rezoning was approved
and included these:properties. The subject properties were included in the Horseman’s Park
Planned Community District i in 2001 (33-ZN- 2000)

These cases were hedrd by the Planning Commission on September 25 2019 and the Planning
‘Commission recommended denial 6 to 0. After that hearing, the applicant amended their rezoning
request.by removing their request to rezone out of the Environmentally Sensitive Overlay (ESL) and-
" "amended their abandonment case-to request the addltaonal 13 feet of the eastern 33-foot-wide
GLO easement on parcel 217 14-038A.

Context
The subject propertles are located at 9875 and 9909 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. Please
refer to context graphics. attached ‘

- Adjacent Uses and Zoning
e North: E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road, Horseman’s Park subdwnsuon zoned Single-family
Residential, Planned Commumty District, Environmentally Sensitive Lands (R1-5 PCD.
Page 2 of 8



Planning Commission Report | Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

ESL) and Graythorn Condominium development zoned Service Residential Planned.
Community District, Environmentally Sensitive Lands (S-R PCD ESL)

e South: Westworld zoned Western Theme Park (WP) and.Arizona State Lands zoned Single-
family, Environmentally Sensitive Lands (R1-35 ESL)
e East: Vacant land zohed Single-family Residential, Planned Community District,

~ Environmentally Sensitive Lands (R1-35-PCD ESL).
e West: Westworld zoned Western Theme Park (WP)

General Land Office Patent Easements (general information)

e Within the City of Scottsdale there are General Land Office (GLO) lots or parcels of various sizes
created by the Federal Small Tract Act. This act was passed in 1938 and repealed in 1976.

‘e 'Most GLO_ lots were patented with 33-foot (or sometimes 50 foot) roadway and public utility
easements typically “as near as practicable to the exterior boundaries.” '

* ' The city has viewed these patent roadway and utility easements as assured access at Ieast until
a local circulation plan is established. :

* As GLO lots come in for development (i.e., lot splits, subdivisions or requesting building permits)
staff requires city right-of-way dedications per city circulation plans. The city’s transportation
plan establishes a street system to replace the grid pattern created by the GLO easements.

e Any patent easements in excess of the current requirements to the circulation plans (including

* trails), roadway standards, and not required to insure aceess to any other lot, may be requested
to be abandoned.

e On 1981, City Ordinance 1386 was adopted delegating the authority for the release of GLO
© easements to the Engineering Services Director.

e On March 2, 1999, the City Council repealed Ordinance 1386 and adopted Ordlnance 3219
which requires the abandonment of the GLO patent roadway easemerits to go through the same
public hearing process currently used for all rights-of-way, alleys, and roadway easements. The
City Attorney’s office has concluded that this process for consideration of GLO roadway
abandonment satisfies legal requirements.

e On August 12, 2005, Arizona Revised Statute section 9-500.4 became effective. This section
gives the local municipality the right to abandon GLO patent easements, and concurs with the
city’s position on abandonment of GLO patent easements.

Subject GLOs

The subject 33-foot General Land Office Patent Easement(s) {GLO) located along'the western,
eastern and southern boundaries 0f'9875 & 9909 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road were
dedicated in May and July 1954 through patent serial number(s) 1144421 and 1145658. The subject
GLO roadway easements were reserved on the original patent deed to assure legal access.
Currently'the GLO easements are unimproved.

Other Related Policiés, References:

Scottsdale General Plan 2001, as amended

Scenic Roadway Designations (1-GP-2004) ,
Page 3 of 8



Planning Commission Report | Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

Seenic Corridor Design Gmdelmes (7-DR-2003)
Zoning Ordinance
Local Area Infrastructure Plan (LAIP)

Transportation Master Plan

APPLICANTS PROPOSAL

Development Information

The development proposal is to rezone fora re5|dent|al healthcare fac:llty

Existing Use:

Propbsed Use:

Buildings/Description:

vacant

Residential healthcare facility

Senior Living facility with minimal and specsallzed reSIdentlaI

o healthcare

o P.arcl:ei Sizé: Gross 5.658 acres (246 476 square feet)
| ‘ ‘Net 5.097 acres (222,068 squareé feet)
e Building Height' Allowed: 48 feet and 32 feet'within 100 feet of a R1 District
o ~ Building He’ight‘Propose‘.d: 46 feet A
e Parking Required: | 197 spaces
e Parking Provided: 119 spaces (requesting a 40% parking reduction)
. O'p’én Space Required: 53,296 square feet
. ‘Open Space Provided: 85,222 square feet
¢ NAOS Required: 53,322 square feet
» NAOS Provided: 55,901 square feet ,
e Residential Healthcare Allowed: Specialized 80 beds per gross acre: 32 beds
} Minimal 40 units per-gross acre: 210 units
e Residential Healthcare Proposed: 29 beds for specialized
139 units for minimal

'IMPACT ANALYSIS
Land Use

The proposed zoning designation of Commercial Office, Planned Community District,

" Environmentally Sensitive Lands (C-O PCD ESL) will permit a residential healthcare facility and other

commercial office uses that are not permitted in the existing Single-family zoning district. The
Commercial Office zoning district is compatible with the General Plan Office land use designation.

.Pagé 40f8



Planning Commission Report | Senior Living.at McDowell Mountain Ranch

Airport Vicinity

The subject property is located within the Airport’s AC-1 Inﬂuence area. Commercial uses and
residential healthcare facilities are allowed, but a FAA determination on the structures and
avigation easement are required.

Transportation/Trails

The proposed residential healthcare facility use is antlcapated to generate 340 daily vehicle trips
compared to the existing single-family'zoning which is anticipated at 58 daily vehicle trips based on
6 dwelling units. The existing roadway network is designed to accommodate such traffic. Parking for
the proposed site requires 197 spaces, 119 spaces are provided. The applicant is requesting a
parking reduction forthe proposed use from City Council based on their submitted parking study
which concludes that the residential healthcare use generates the need for fewer parkmg spaces
than the Zonlng Ordinance requires. '

The applicant is requesting abandonment of the west 13 feet of the eastern 33-foot-wide GLO. The
remaining 20 feet of GLO would provide future access to the southern property from E. McDowell
Mountain Ranch Road. The Transportation department has determined this is acceptable access for
the property to the south.

Water/Sewer

The developer is responsible for constructing new water-and sewer service to serve the site, and
there are not anticipated impacts.

Public Safety '

The nearest fire station is located at 16701 N 100%™ Street, approximately one mile from the site: The.
subject site is served by Police District 4, Beat 18. The proposed development is not anticipated to
have a negative impact-on public safety services.

Public Utilities .

The public utilities have been notified.of the applicant’s request. The utility companies have
indicated that there are:no conflicts with the proposed abandonment and support the
abandonment.

Open Space/NAOS

The proposed development will be providing 85,222 square feet of Open Space {38%. of site). The .
required Natural Area Open Space (NAOS) for the subject property is 53,322 square feet. The
proposed NAOS area includes the Rio Verde canal area which is applicable for a 2:1 credit as an
archaeological site. The applicant is.also requesting abandoning 13 feet of the 33-foot-wide eastern
GLO with a portion of this GLO to be utilized as NAOS. :

The General Plan Land Usé Element (Goal 3, bullet1; Goal 7, bullet 2) intends to ensure that
neighborhood edges transition to one another by considering appropriate land uses and
development patterns. Furthermore, the Open Space Element (Goal 1, bullets 1, 10, 11, 14, 15, 17,
20, and 22) seeks to protect and improve the quality of Scottsdale’s natural and urban
environments as defined in the quality and quantity of its open spaces. To that end, the Community

Page 5 of 8



Planning-Commission Report | Senior Living-at McDowell Molintain Ranch

Mobility Element (Goal 7, bullet 1) states that scenic corridors should bé sensitively integrated, and

that the integrity of this setback is preserved. More specifically, Case 1-GP-2004 identified

* McDowell Mountain Ranch Road as a Desert Scenic Roadway Designation within the 2001 General
Plan. Desert Scenic Roadways are the one mile and half mile roads within the Environmentally

“Sensitive Lands Overlay that are not already designated as a Scenic Corridor or Buffered Roadway.
Consequently, staff is recommending a stipulation for the applicant to provide a 20’ minimum, 45’
average Desert Scenic Corridor easement along McDowell Mountain Ranch Road, which aligns with
both General Plan policy as well as recent approvals (23-ZN-2018 and 21-ZN-2004#2) within the
context area..

Community lnvolvement
_The applicant- ongmally mailéd notification letters with the open house. mformatlon to property -
owners within 750-feet of the. subject site-and a Project Under €onsideration sign was posted on the
site on April 27, 2019. The Open House meeting was held May 7, 2019 at McDowell Center located
- at 16116 N. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. The applicant sent out notification letters to property
owners within. 750 feet of the site on the revised zoning application and abandonment request. The
-applicant’s public outreach report is attached to this report.

City staff mailed postcards to property owners within 750-feet of the subject site and interested
parties when the case was submitted and a second postcard notifying them. of the Planning
Commission hearing date, time and location. Staff has received correspondence on this case
(Attachment #13). Correspondence received included concerns on the impacts on Westworld. Some
of the correspondence received was regarding rezoning out of the Environmentally Sensitive Lands
(ESL), but the applicant has removed that part of the request.

' After the September 25, 2019 Plannihg Commission hearing, the applicant mailed notification
letters with the revised zoning and abandonment inforriation to property owners within 750-feet of
the subject site.

" The applicant has posted a sign on the subject property with the hearing date, time and location.

'S'I_"AFF RECOMMENDATION

Recommended Approach:
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission determine that the proposed zoning district map
amendment and Developfment Plan amendment are consistent and conform with the adopted

" General Plan and make a recommendation to City Council for approval per the attached
stipulations.

Staff recommends that the Planning Commissioir make a recommendation to City Council for
approval to abandon the thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office Patent Easement (GLOPE) on the
east side of parcel 217-14-037A, and to abandon the thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office
~ ‘Patent Easement on the west side, thie thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office Patent Easement
on the south side-and the western thirteen (13) feet of the thirty-three (33) foot General Land Office
Patent Easement on the east side of parcel 217-14-038A, firiding that the proposal is consistent with
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i’lanning Commission Report | Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

and conforms to the adopted General Plan, subject to the property owner paying compensation to
the City, as determined by City Céu‘ncil for the abandonment of right-of-way.

RESPONSIBLE DEPARTMENT(S]

Plannmg and Development Services ~
Current Planning.Services

STAFF CONTACT(S) _

Doris McClay

Senior Planner

480-312-4214

‘E mail: dmcclay@ScottsdaIeAZ gov

"Page 7 of 8



Planning Commission Report | Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

APPROVED BY

o M<‘\ B /Q(tﬂﬁ

Doris McClay, Report P{ythor. . Date

J%/ﬂ-‘{/zom

. Tim Curtid, AICP, Current Planning Director o Dat

_ioffsa
Datg

ATTACHMENTS

‘1. Context Aerial
1A. Aerial Close-Up
2. Context Aerial for Abandonment
3. Aerial Close-up for Abandonment
4. Stipulations

Exhibit.A to Attachment 4: Development Plan
5. Additional Information
6. Applicant’s Narrative
7. General Plan Land Use Map
8. Zoning Map
9. GLOPE Recorded Documents
10. Abandonment legal and graphic
11. NAOS Plan :
12. Traffic Impact Analysis Summary
13. Citizen Involvement
14. Correspondence.
~ . 15. City Notjfication Map
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Close-up Aerial 8-ZN-2019
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Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch 5-AB-2019
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ATTACHMENT 3




Casé 8-ZN-2019

These stipulations are in-order to protect the public health, safety, welfare, and the City of Scottsdale.

SITE DESIGN

1. PROTECTION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Any-development on the property is subject to the
requirements of Scottsdale Revised Code; Chapter 46, Article VI, Protection of Archaeological
Resources, Section.46-134 - Discoveries of archaeological resources durlng construction.,

2. CONFORMANCE TO CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN. Development shall conform with the
conceptual Development plan submitted by Ryan A+E, Inc. and with the city staff-date of
8/14/18, attached as Exhibit A to Attachment #4. Any proposed significant change to the
conceptual site plan, as determined by the Zoning Administrator,.shall be subject to
additional actlon and public hearings before the Planning Commission and City Council. .

3. BUILDING HEIGHT LIMITATIONS. No bulldmg on the site shall exceed 48 feetin helght measured
from existing natural grade.

" 4. LAND ASSEMBLAGE. Land assemblage shall be.a pre-requisite of any permit issuance.

5. NATURAL AREA OPEN SPACE. Required Natural Area Open Space (NAQOS) shall be a minimum of
53,322 square feet.

6. ALTERATIONS TO NATURAL WATERCOURSES. Any proposed alteration to the natural state of
watercourses with a peak flow rate of 750-cfs or less based on the 100 year:— 2 hour'rain event shall
be subject to Development Review Board approval.

7. OUTDOOR LIGHTING. The maximum height of’any outdoor lighting source, except any light sources
for patios and/or balconies, shall be 16 feet.above the adjacent finished grade:

8. OUTDOOR LIGHTING FOR PATIOS AND BALCONIES. Light sources that are utilized to illuminate
patios and/or balconies'that are above 16 feet shall be subject to the approval of the Development:
Review Board.

9. ACCESS RESTRICTIONS Access to the development project shali conform to the follownng
restrictions:
a. There shallbe a maximum of one sité dnveway(s) access Iocatuon(s) toE McDoweII Mountain
Ranch Road.

b. The driveway aceess location to E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road shall line up with the
easternmost driveway-from Graythorn Development to the north; APN217-16-940.

10. PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIVITY-. Priorto issuance of any permit, the owner shall provide six {6) foot
sidewalk accessible pedestrian route from the main entry of the development to E. McDowell
Mountain Ranch Read. :
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DEDICATIONS

11.

12.

13,

14.

16:

17.

18.

19.

PUBLIC NON-MOTORIZED ACCESS EASEMENT. Prior to issuance of any permit, the owner shall
dedicate a minimum five (5) foot-wide Public Non-Motorized Access Easement to the City of
Scottsdale adjacent to E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road.

MULTI-USE TRAIL EASEMENT. Prior to issuance.of any permit, thé owner shall dedicate minimum

twenty (20) foot wide Public Non-Motorized Access Easement to the City of Scottsdale to contain
the multi-use trail along the Verde Canal.

DESERT'SCENIC ROADWAY SETBACKS LOCATION; EASEMENT, AND IMPROVEMENTS. Prior to
issuance of any permit for the development project, the owner shall dedicate a minimum 20- foot
wide and average 45-foot continuous Scenic Corridor Easement to across the iot along the E.
McDowell Mountain Ranch Road front. The width of the Scehic Corridor Easement'shall be _
measured from the right-of-way. Unless otherwise approved by the Development Review Board, the
area within‘the Scenic Corridor Easement shall be left in“a natural condition. -

AVIGATION EASEMENT. Prior to the issuance of any permit, the owner shall dedicate an Avigation
Easement, in a form acceptable to the City Attorney, Q;r'fdesig'nee[

INFRASTRUCTURE
15.

CONSTRUCTION COMPLETED. Prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy-or Certification of
Shell Building, whichever is first, for the development project, the owner shall complete all the
infrastructure and improvements.required by the Scottsdale Revised Code-and these stipulations. -

STANDARDS OF IMPROVEMENTS. Allimprovements:(curb, gutter, sidewalk, curb ramps, driveways,
pavement, concrete, water, wastewater, etc.) shall be constructed in accordance with'the applicable
City of Scottsdale Supplements to.the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) Uniform
Standard Specifications and Details for Public Works Construction, Maricopa Association of
Governments (MAG) Uniform Standard Specifications and Details for Public Works Construction, the
Design Standards and Policies Manual (DSPM), and all other applicable city codes and policies.

CIRCULATION IMPROVEMENTS. Prior to any permit issuance for the development project, the
owner shall submit and obtain approval of construction documents to construct the following
improvements: '

a. E MCDOWELL MOUNTAIN RANCH ROAD. Full half street major Collector cross-section along site

frontage including two vehicular travel lanes, bike lane, center two-way left turn lane, curb,
gutter and an-eight (8) foot curb separated sidewalk, which may be brought to back of curb at
locations of conflict with existing headwall locations or other such permanent structures.

WATER AND WASTEWATER IMPROVEMENTS. The owner shall provide all water and wastewater
infrastructure improvements, including any new service lines, connection, fire-hydrants, and
manholes, necessary to serve the development.

FIRE HYDRANT. The owner shall provide fire hydrant(s) and related water infrastructure adjacent to
lot, ifi the locations determined by the Fire Department Chief, or designee.

REPORTS AND STUDIES

20.

MASTER DRAINAGE PLAN. Asstated in the preliminary drainage report, the development site is
currently impacted by significant offsite flows and floodplain originating at the north termination of
the Rio Verde Canal located near the northeast corner of-the site. As sich, the feasibility of the
proposed drainage plan.and site layout for the proposed development is dependent upon the
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. approval and implerientation of the improvements-as set forth in the proposed master drainage

21.

22.

23.

plan for this parcel and the. two parcels to the east that will remove-this. off-site flow and floodplain
affecting the development site. As a result, the approval of the development.review case for the
proposed. development will be contingent upon the submission and approval of the drainage master
plan and the satisfactory completion of the stipulations contained in the master drainage plan.
While the drainage master plan is-yet to be formally approved, the master plan will need to address
the following issues which will be stipulations to the drainage plans approval:

a. The Arizona State Land Department (ASLD) must approve the impacts to their parcel relatmg to
the master plan.

b. Westworld must approve drainage-related impacts to its facilities in general including the
existing maintenance facility crossing of the remnant wash including mitigation of adverse
impacts to the same.

BASIS OF DESIGN REPORT (WATER). With the Development Review Board submittal, the owrier shall
submit a Final Basis of Design Report for' Water for the development prolect in accordance with the
Design-Standards.and Policies Manual.

BASIS OF DESIGN REPORT (WASTEWATER). With the Development Review Board submittal, the

-owner shall submit-a Final Basis.of Design Report for Wastewater for the development project in

accordance with the Design Standards and Policies Manual.

FAA DETERMINATION, With the Development Review Board Application, the owner shall submit a
copy of the FAA Determination letter on the FAA FORM 7460-1 for any proposed structures.and/or
appurtenances that'penetrate the 100:1 slope. The elevation of the highest point of those

"structures, including the appurtenances, must be detailed in the FAA form 7460-1 submittal.
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L INTRODUCTION

The original rezoning application was filed in May for a vacant 5-acre parcel located east of 987 Street

on the southside of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road (MMRR) from R1-35 PCD ESL (Single-family
Residential within a Planned Community District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to C-O PCD ESL
(Commercial Office. within a Planned Cornmu'm'ty District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to allow a
senior care facility. Concurrent with the zoning ‘application was a request to abandon all GLO (Government
Land Office) access easements on the property.
' After filing the application City Transportation staff proposed dedicating a 30° wide right-of-way and
construction of a 600’ long and 24° wide roadway along the eastern length of the property. Transportation
staff’s proposed roadway dedication resulted in the loss of 18,000 square feet of NAOS (Natural Area Open
.Space) fequired by ESL standards making the project severely deficient in meeting the minimum NAOS
requirement. As the propérty abuts WestWorld which does not have the ESL overlay zonifig, an amendment to
the application was filed in August'to remove the ESL overlay with the-development plan remaining unchanged
mcludmg the:amount and location 6f undistirbed and revegetated landscaping

Transportatmn staff has now eliminated ‘the requuement for the roadway dedication and construction.
Consequently, the project can once again meet its NAOS fequirement and allow the ESL overlay zoning to be
restored as originally proposed.

IL. SITE AND SURROUNDING PROPERTIES

The site is an irregularly-shaped parcel backing up to the Bureau of Reclamation property that contains
the large CAP drainage basins and WestWorld support facilities. North of MMRR are Graythorn condominium
townhomes and Horseman’s Park single-family subdivision. East of Horseman’s Park to Thompson Peak
Parkway (TPP) are the Kota (formerly Dakota) apartments. East of the property is a vacant 4.5-acre parcel
planned for a multi-family development, a recently approved storage facility and the existing gas station at TPP."




I PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The development consists of single building with three floors (39” in height along MMRR although 48’
-~ is permitted) containing 161 units that encircle a central courtyard. The facility will have separate entrances and
drop-off areas for independent/assisted and memory care. The project far exceeds ordinance requirements for
~ total Open Space. A large triangular area at the northeast cornet of the property contains a remnant of the little-
known Rio Verde Canal (berm) which has. been reclaimed by dense native vegetation and will be left
untouched. The building design concept will incorporate a conternporary southwest theme compatible with the

existing residential areas. Landscaping will consist of native désert plants and prov1de a dense tree screen along
MMRR.




IV. ZONING AND GENERAL PLAN REVIEW

- The property retains the County 1972 annexation R1-35 zoning (one house per acre) which was the
zoning classification. of most of the County north of the CAP Canal.. Post annexation all the surrounding
. developments were rezoned to their present use. The R1-35 current zoning does NOT comply with the City’s
General Plan “Conceptual Land Use Map” which indicates “Office”. The “Office” designation equates to the
“Commercial Office (C-0)” zomng district which typlcally develops with multi-story offices that can generdte a
significant amount of traffic, noise, lighting and actlvny A “residential healthi care facility” is also an allowed
use and conversely generates minimal traffic, noise, lighting, and. activity. The use is generally considered
benign and compatible with both residential and non-residential areas.  Furthermore, the proposed use provides
greater benefits in satisfying the overall General Plan’s Policies and Goals per Attachment A.

V. PARKING AMENDMENT

The submitted Kimley-Horn parking demand study substantiates that residential health care (congregate
care) generates far fewer spaces than currently required by ordinance. Previous parking studies for other
facilities in the City have reached the same conclusion and have been the basis for routine approvals of 20%
reductions allowed at a staff level. However, those same studies have indicated. that a significantly greater
reduction is warranted. In prior discussions with staff regarding a text amendment, s1gmﬁcamly lower park_mg
requirements have been supported. In the absence of a text amendment the orily Gther relief mechanism is
. through the City Couricil. Understandably most-developers avoid the lengthy public hearing process to achieve
reductions that reflect true demand. As the proposed Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch is already in
the public hearing process, requesting the parking reduction is a way to further meet many of the stated goals of
the General Plan by encouraging cnvuonmcntally sensitive and sustainable development that réspects the desert
setting by reducing solar heat gain, minimizing impervious surfaces and runoff, and utlhzmg best practices for
smart development.

Another parking study that supports greater reductions was conducted by J2 Engineering for the Wolff
Scottsdale Senior Living facility at 8225 E. Indian Bend Road. At 159 units Scottsdale’s parking requirement is
1.25 spaces/unit (199 spaces) yet the parking study calculated 0.43 spaces/unit (68 spaces) per ITE parking
" generation rafes and other Valley cities averaging 0.48 spaces/unit (83 spaces). The subject project has 161
units and the City’s current ordinance requirement is 1.25 spaces/unit (202 spaces). Prior to the City’s current
ratio of 1.25 spaces/unit, the zoning ordinance required a minimum of 0.75 spaces/unit (119 spaces) which is
also the ratio proposed for the project.

VI. GLO ABANDONMENT

GLO easeménts ‘were legal mechanisms which created right-of-way to ensure future access through, and
to the interior of, lots or parcels created by the U.S. Small Tract Act of 1938, and was enacted.in response to
requests by primarily World War I Servicemen who wanted to move out in the desert for health and recreational
purposes. The Small Tract Act was the only method of making federal land available. Local counties were
enthusiastic about "getting' lafids on the tax rolls", and were not concerned about infrastructure (roads, water,
power, schools) to support such development. Small tract land patents were granted by the General Land Office
(which merged with the United Statés Grazing Service in 1946 to form the US Bureau of Land Managemient).
These patents. transferred property owned by the U.S. government to private ownership. The patcels were
generally 5 acres in size and the Governmént retained 33’ wide ‘easements across the property or along the.
perimeter of the properties for roadways and public utilities to serve the patent properties.



Remnant GLO easements are located within the intérior and along the eastern and southernmost portions
of the property. A 20° portion of the eastern GLO is being maintained. GLO' easements. have already been
administratively -abandoned north of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road and east of 98t Street. Contrary to the
:City’s current compensatlon policy, Arizona Revised Statutes pr0v1des per the abstract below the abandonment
of GLO easements “in the same manner as other easements”, Note that all other easements in the City are
A .;abandoned ad.tnlmstratlvely and without compensatlon

Yg- 500 24. ederal Qatent easements, city and town abandonmen
A city or town, by its own. motlon ‘or at the request of a property owner,. m__ayabaﬂ a federal ‘patent

' easement establighed by the small tract act of 1938 that the city or town determines, after notlfymg and
obtaining the consent of all affected utilities, is not being used by the public or is no longer necessary in
the same manner as other easements are abandoned v
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PLANNIN_G/ DEVELOPMENT

1. DEVELOPMENT -CONTINGENCIES Each element of this zoning case—including density/intensity,
lot/unit placement, access and other development céntingencies—may be changed as more
information becomes available to address public health, safetyr and welfare ‘issues related to
drainage, open space, infrastructure and other requlrements

2. DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD. The City Council directs the Development Review Board's attention
to:

a plan indicating the treatm'ent_ of washes and wash crossings,
b. wall design, '

c. the ty‘pe,' height, design, and intensity of proposed lighting on the site, to ensure that it is
compatible with the adjecent use,

~d. scenic corridors and buffered parkways,

e. improvement plans for common open spacé, common buildings and/or walls, and amenities
such as ramadas, landscape buffers on public and/or private property {back-of-curb to right-
of-way or access-easement.line included).

f. major-s"cormwate'r management systéems;

g. alterations to natural watercourses (all watercourses with a 100 year flow of 250 cfs to 749
cfs), and '

h. -signage.

3. RESPONSIBILITY FOR CONSTRUCTION OF INFRASTRUCTURE. The developer shall be responsible for

all improvements associated with the development or phase of the development and/or required

for access or service to the development or phase of the development. ilmprovemenis shall inciude,

but not be limited to washes, storm drains, drainage structures, water systems, sanitary sewer

systems, curbs and gutters, paving, sidewalks, streetlights, street s'.ig'ns_, and landscaping. The

-granting of zonin‘g/uSe permit does not and shall not commit the city to provide any of these
improvements.

4: EASEMENTS DEDICATED BY PLAT. The owner shall dedicate to the"city on the final plat,.all
easements necessary to serve the site, in conformance with the Scoftsdale Revised Code and the
Design Standards and Policies Manual.

S. EASEMENTS CONVEYED BY SEPARATE INSTRUMENT. Priorto issuance of any building permit for the
development project, each easement conveyed to the city separate from a final plat shall be
conveyéd by an.instrument or map of dedication subject to city staff approval, and accompanied by
a title policy in favor of the City, in conformance with the Design Standards.and Policies Manual.

6. FEES. The construction of'water and sewer facilities necessary to serve the site.shall not be in-lieu of
those fees that are applicable at the time building permits are granted. Fees shall include, but not
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L. INTRODUCTION

The original rezoning application was filed in May for a vacant 5-acre parcel located east of 98" Street
on the southside of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road (MMRR) from R1-35 PCD ESL (Single-farily
Residential within a Planned Community District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to C-O PCD ESL
(Commercial Office within a Planned Community District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to allow a
senior care facility. Concurrent ‘with the zoning application was a request to abandon all GLO (Government
Land Off ce) access easements on the:property. ‘ '

Aftet filing the application City Transportation staff proposed dedicating a 30 -wide right-of-way and
constructlon of a 600° long and 24 wide roadway along the eastern length of the property. Transportation
staff’s proposed roadway dedication resulted in the loss of 18,000 square feet of NAOS (Natural Area Open
Space) fequired by ESL standards making the project severely deficient in. meeting the minimum NAOS
requirement. As the property abuts WestWorld which does not have the ESL overlay zoning, an'amendment to
the application was filed in August to remove the ESL overlay with the development plan remaining unchanged
including the amount and location of undisturbed ‘and revegetated landscapmg

Transportation staff has now eliminated the requirement for the roadway dedication and construction.
Consequeéntly, the' project can once again meet its NAOS requirement and allow the ESL overlay zoning to be
restored as orlgmally proposed

1L SITE AND SURROUNDING PROPERTIES

The site is an irregularly-shaped parcel backing up to.the Bureau of Reclamation property that contains
the large CAP drainage basins and WestWorld support facilities. North of MMRR .are Graythorn condominium
townhomes and Horseman’s Park single-family subdivision. East of Horseman’s Park to Thompson Pedk
Parkway (TPP) are the Kota (formerly Dakota) apartments. East of the property is a vacant 4.5-acre parcel
planned for a multi-family development, a recently approved storage facility and the existing gas station at TPP.




III. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The development consists of single building with three floors (39’ in height along MMRR although 48’
is permitted) containing 161 units that encircle a central courtyard. The facility will have separate entrances and
drop-off areas for independent/assisted and memory care. The project far exceeds ordinance requirements for
total Open Space. A large tiiangular area at the-northeast corner of the property contains a remnant of the little-
known Rio Verde .Canal (berm) which has béen' reclaimed by dense native vegetation and will be left
untouched. The building design concept will incorporate a contemporary southwest theme compatible with the
existing residential areas. Landscaping will consist of native desert plants and provide a dense tree screen along
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V. ZO_NING AND GENERAL PLAN REVIEW

The property retains the County 1972 annexation R1-35 zoning (one house peér acre) which was the
zoning classification of most of the County north of the CAP Canal. Post annexation all the surrounding
developments were rezoned to their present use. The R1-35 current’ zoning does NOT comply with the City’s
General Plan “Conceptual Land Use Map” ‘which indicates “Office”. The “Office” designation equates to the
“Commercial Office (C-O)” zoning district which typically develops with multi-story offices that can generate a
significant amount of traffic, noise, lighting and activir-y. A “residential health care facility” is also an allowed
use and conversely generates minimal traffic, noise, lighting, and activity. The use is generally considered
benign and compatible with both residential and non-residential areas. Furthefmore, the proposed use provides
greater benefits in satisfying the overall General Plan’s Policies and Goals per Attachment A.

V. PARKIN G AN[EN-DMENT

' The submitted Kimley-Horn parking demand study substantiates that.residential health care (congregate -
care) generates far fewer spaces than currently required by ordinance. Previous parking studies for other
facilities in the City have reached the same conclusion and have been the basis for routine 'app’rdva']s. of 20%
reductions allowed at a staff level. However, thos¢ same studies have indicated that a significantly greater
reduction i§ warranted. In prior discussions with staff regarding a text amendiient, significantly. lower parking
requirements have been supported. In the absence of a text amendment the orly other relief mechanism is .
through the City Council. Understandably most developers avoid the lengthy public hearing process to achieve
reductions that reflect true demand. As the proposed. Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch is already in
the public hearing process, requestmg the parking reduction is a way to further meet nany of the stated goals of
the General Plan by encouraging env1r0nmentally sensitive and sustainable development that respects the desert
setting by reducing solar heat gain, minimizing 1mperv1ous surfaces and runoff, and utlhzmg best practlces for
smart development.

Another parking study that supports greater reductions was conducted by J2 ‘Engineering for thé Wolff
Scottsdale Senior Living facility at 8225 E. Indian Bend Road. At 159 units Scottsdale’s parking 'requ‘irer‘nent is
1.25 spaces/unit (199 spaces) yet the parking study calculated 0.43 spaces/unit (68 spaces) per ITE parking
generation rates and other Valley cities averaging 0.48 spaces/unit (83 spaces). The subject project has 161
~ units and the City’s current ordinance requirement is 1.25 spa'ces/unit (202 spaces). Prior to the City’s current
ratio of 1.25 spaces/unit, the zoning ordinance required a minimum of 0.75 spaces/unit (119 spaces) which is
also the ratio proposed. for the project.

VI,  GLO ABANDONMENT

GLO easements were legal mechanismswhich created fight-of-way te ensure future access through, and
to the interior of, lots or parcels created by the. U.S. Small Tract Act of 1938, and was enacted in response to
tequests by primarily World War'I Servicemen who wanted to.moeve out in the desert for health and recreational
purposes. The Small Tract Act was the only method of making federal land available." Local counties were
enthusiastic about "getting lands on the tax rolls", and were not. concernied about infrastructure (roads, water,
power; schools) to support such development. Small tract land patents were granted by the General Land Office
(which merged with the United States Grazing Setvice in 1946 to form the US Bureau of Land Management).
These patents transferred property owned by the U.S. government to. private ownership. The parcels were.
generally 5 acres in size and the Government retained 33’ wide easements across the property or along the
perimeter of the proper‘tles for roadways and. public utilities to serve the-patent properties.



Remnant GLO easements are located within the interior and along the eastern and southernmost portions
~.of the property. A 20° portion of the eastern GLO is being maintained. GLO easements have already been
administratively abandoned: north of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road and east of 98" Street. Contrary to the
City’s current compensation policy, Arizona Revised Statutes provides per the abstract below the abandonment
- of GLO easements “in the same manner as other easements”. Note that all other easements in the City are
é@banﬁdoncd administratively and without compensation. ‘ '

“9-500.24. Federal patent easements:; city and town abandonment

A city of town, by its own motioh‘or at the request of a property owner, may abandon a federal patent
~easement established by the small tract act of 1938 that the city or town determines, after notifying. and
obtaining the consent of all affected utilities, is not being used by the public or is no longer necessary in
the same manner as other easements are abandoned:”
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iEhz Wnited States of szma

o all to whom these presents shall cone, Greeting:

WHEREAS, a Certificate of the Land om.. at Fhoenix, Arisoma,
is now depomted in the Bureau of Land Management whereby it appears that full payment has been made

by the claimant Albom B, Parier,

pursuant to the provisions.of the Act-of- Congress.approved June 1, 1938 (52 Stat. 609), entitled "An
Act-to provide for the purchase of publie iands for homeé and other sites,” and the acts supplemental there
to, for the follomng-descnbed land:

% 1Y ua Salt nw Horidan, Arisore,
e 3 Hey BRe 5 B..
ges. 5, W0t P.

The area described contains- 5 acres, according to the Official Plat of ‘the Survey of the said Laud
on file in the Bureau of La.nd Management

NOW KNOW YE,. That the JUNITED. STATES OF AMERICA, in consideration of the premises, and
in conformity with the several Acta of Congress in such case made and provided, HAS GIVEN AND
GRANTED, and by these presents DOES: GIVE AND:GRANT unto the said. claimant  and-to the heirs
of the sgid claimsat the Tract above described ; TO HAVE: 'AND TO HOLZ) the same, together with all
the ng‘hts privileyes, immunities, and-appurtenances, of whatsoever. natire, thereunto belonging, unto the
said claimant &ad to-the heirs.and assigns of the said claimant forever; subJect to any vested and
accrued water rigits for mining, ag'ncultuml manufacturing, or other purpuses, and rlghts to ditches and
reservoirs used iu-connection with such water rights, asimay be recognized and aclmowledged by the local

. customs,. laws, anid decxslons of courts; and there is reserved from the lands hereby granted, a right-of-way

thereon for ditchss or canals oonsh'ucted by the authority of the United Statzs. Excepting and reserving,
- also, to the Uniter-States, all coal, oil, gas, and other minaral deposits, in the land so patented together
with the right to prospeet for; mine, and remove the same. according to the provistons of said Act of June
1,1938. This patent is subject to a right-of-way not exceeding I8 feet in sridth, for roadway and public
utilities purposes, ‘tobé Jocated esross said land o a® DG &8 mh to the. exterior

Excepting; nnd,mservmg. also to the United States, put§uant to the provisions of the Act of August 1, 1946
(60 Stat. 755), all uranium, thorium, or any other material which is.or may be détermined to be pecuharly
essential to.the production of fissionable ‘materisls, whether. or not:of commereial value,’ together with the
right of the United States thmugh its-authorized agents:or representatives at any tune to enter upon the
Iand and prospectfor, mlne, and remove the same.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, the qndé_rsig_ned authorized officer of the
Bureau of Land Management, -in accordance with the provisions of
the Act of June 17, 1948 (62 Stat. 476), has, in the name of the.
United States, ¢caused these letters to.be made Patent, and the Sesl
of the Bureau to be hereunt.o affixed.

GIVEN under my hand, in the Distriet of Cpli;mbia; the TWENTT-
[oeAL] rost dayof = LY in the year o& our Lord .one thousand-nine
" hundred and” FIFPY-FOUR and of the Independence of the
United States'the gne hundred and ~ SEVENFY-XIFTH, '

4

For the Director, Bureau of Land Management.

Patent No.. 3.} 4R ARK By.. £ :

Chief, Patents Suatetm Updt o

0. GIVEERMCRT PRIRTING OFfscE 11 —GRTO4-L

e o - .- - c— = [ r
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R ‘The Wnited étatzs of Amevica, ST
' o all to mhom these presents a!pall cnme, Greeting: o

-

WHEREAS aCertificateof the Land and Swrvey 0ffioe at Arivona,
is now depositedin. the Bureau of Land Management, whéreby it appears that full payment has been made

by the.ciaimant
Owy LaRoy Grippin

pursuant to the provisions:of the ‘Act of Congress appmved June 1, 1938 (52 Stat. 609), entxtled "An
Act-to provide forthe puréhase:of pubhc lands for. hame'and othcr sites," and the acts’ supplemental there-
to, for the following-described Jand :

G11s and Salt mmlhr!dim, Arisona,
,o ’ 'o. no ’ ‘0'
u- s. m ”.

The area described contains 8  acres; according to the Official Plat of the Survey of the said Land,
on ﬁ]e in the Bureau of Land Management:

NOW KNOW YE, That the UNTTED STATES OF AMERICA, in consideration of the. .premises, and
in conformity " with the several Acts.of Congress in such cage made and provided, HAS GIVEN AND
‘GRANTED, and by these. presents DOES GIVE AND- GRANT ‘iinto the said claimant. and to the heirs
of the said.claimant- the Tract above described; TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the- .same, together with all . :
the rights; pnv:leges, immunities, and appurtenances, of whatsoever nature, thereunto belonging,‘unto the - i L
said claimant  and to the heirs and assigns of the said claimant forever; subject to any vested and - P :
accrued water: nghts for mining, agricultural, manufacturing, or other, purposes, and rights to dltches and
reservoirs:ised in connection with such water rights, as'may be recognized and acknowledged by the'local .
customs, laws, and decisions'of courts; and there is reserved from the Jands hereby granted, a rxghtpof-way cee : oy

' thereon for ditches or cansls constructed by the authority of the United States. Excepting and reserving, S R
also, te the United States, all coal, oil, gas, and other ‘mineral déposits, in the land so patented, together : :
with the nght to prospeét for, mine, and remove'the same according-to the provisions of said Act of June- - -+ o
1,1938. This patent.is: subject to a right-of-way. not exceeding 33 feet in width, for roadway and ‘public: St
utilities.  purposes, tobelocated aorces said land or as near as. praotieth to ﬂ\n L

s TF

S

-Excepting and ‘Teserving; also to the United. States, pursuant to the provisions of the Act of August 1, 1946
{60.Stat. 755), all uranium, thorium, or any other material which is-or. may be determined to be: pecuharly

-essential to'the production of fissiondble materials, whether or not of commercial value, together with the
right of the United States through its-authorized agents or representatives at any time to enter upon the
land and prospect for, mine, 4nd remove the sa.me. ]

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, the undersigned authorized officer of the

‘Bureau of Land Management, in:accordance with the provisions of

. : the Act of June 17,1948 (62 Stat. 476), has, in the name of the

) United States, caused these letters to be made.Patent,.and the:Seal

of the Bureau to be-hereurto affixed.

GIVEN under:my hand, in the District of Columbia, the FLEVEWER

[sEaL) ‘ day of HAY " in the year of our Lord oiie thousdnd nine

@ o hundred and . PIFTY-POWR and of the Independence of the
United States the one huridred and  SEVENTT-SIGHTH.

For the Director, Bureau of Land Management.

APaten}t No. !_.t‘.’.iégl . ' By%

Chief, Petonls Section,
V. ¥ sovvammERt Peintins DFfCE B GATRI-L
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1 ExHBITA.
) LEGAL DESCRIPTION ~ ' :

G.L.O. PATENT RIGHT OF WAY FOR-ROADWAY AND-PUBLIC
UTILITIES PURPQSES ABANDONMENT

AN ABANDONMENT OF PORTIONS OF THE RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC UTILITIES o . |
PURPOSES DESCRIBED WITHIN MER DOCKET 2904, PAGE 175, PATENT NUMBER 1144421 - . - =
LOCATED IN, GOVERNMENT LOT 38 OF SECTION_S, TOWNSHIP. .3 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST OF THE
GILA AND SALT RIVER, MERIDIAN MARICOPA COUNTY ARIZONA, MORE PART}CULARLY DESCRIBED

AS FOLLOWS:
THE EAST 33.00 FEET OF SAID COVERNMENT LOT 35

EXCEPT ‘THE SOUTH 280.00 FEET AND THE WEST 120.00 FEET THEREOF, - S
o J - S

EXCEPT ANY NORTHERLY PORTION BOUNDED BY THE SOUTH LINE DESCRIBED N
MCR DOCUMENT 19990821451, : R

EXHIBIT B MADE A PART BY REFERENCE HEREON

- .. 5:AB-2019
07/01/2019

-
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>
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o

= |
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4

|
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6859 E. Rembrandt Ave, 124

| &L \DCO Mesa, AZ 85212
“‘IEONJRCOIE :

| . JLTIN Ph: (480)' 223-8573

X ’ R landcorconsulting.com
" DATE: 6/19/19 | ABANDONMENT | voB NO.
SCALE: NTS | _ E‘XHIBIT A . 1817

)-\" . . N



EXHIBIT B

LEGAL DESCRIPTION
G.L.O. PATENT RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC
UTILITIES PURPOSES ABANDONMENT

E MCDOWELL MOUNTAIN RANCH RD.

120°

33" PORTION
ABANDONED

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

| .

| WINSTAR PRO LLC

| APN: 217-14—037A
et Y e GLO LOT 38

|

|

|

I

|

|

|

|
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|

|

|

|

|
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|

|

|

|

33 :

L PARCEL | |

o

_ |

| |

| |
] | E

K |

|

:. |
33.00 FEET GLO | b
PATENT #1144421, USA-BOR ]

MCR DKT: 2904 APN: 217-14-0378 = N
PG:175, RIGHT OF < | GLO LOT 38 &

WAY FOR ROADWAY . |
AND PUBLIC L BE
UTILITIES PURPOSES \: S B

. )
I Lo N 1

EXHIBIT A MADE A PART BY REFERENCE HEREON

—~ 6859 E. Rembrandt Ave, 124
"‘L A N D C O R Mesa, AZ_e8n5121r;n Lo
CONSULTING Ph: {480) 223-8573

landcorconsulting.com

DATE: 6/19/19 ABANDONMENT JOB NO.
' [scaE Nt 4 EXHIBIT B 1617




EXHIBIT A

LEGAL DESCRIPTION
G.L.O. PATENT RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC
UTIUTES PURPOSES ABANDONMENT

AN ABANDONMENT OF PORTIONS OF THE RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC UTILITIES
PURPOSES DESCRIBED WITHIN 'MCR DOCKET 2397, PAGE 159, PATENT NUMBER 11456358
LOCATED IN GOVERNMENT LOT 39 OF SECTION 5, TOWNSHIP 3 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST OF THE
GILA AND SALT RIVER MERIDIAN, MARICOPA COUNTY ARIZONA, MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED
AS FOLLOWS:

THE SOUTH 33.00 FEET, AND WEST 33.00 FEET OF SAID GOVERNMENT LOT 39.

EXCEPT THE EAST 33.00 FEET 'AND THE SOUTH 280.00 FEET OF THE WEST 180.00 FEET
THEREOF, A : .

AND
EXCEPT--ANY NORTHERLY PORTION BOUNDED BY THE SOUTH LINE DESCRIBED IN
MCR DOCUMENT 19990821451,

EXHIBIT B MADE A PART BY REFERENCE HEREON

: ' 6859 E. Rembrandt Ave, 124
CaLANDCOR  wennrem
@ CONSULTING  Ph(480) 2238573
' ‘ landcorconsulting.com
| DATE: 9/8/19 ABANDONMENT “JOB NO:
SCALE: NTS EXHIBIT A R IR




EXHIBIT B

LEGAL DESCRIPTION
G.L.O. PATENT RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC
UTILITES PURPOSES ABANDONMENT

-———

‘ E. MCDOWELL MOUNTAIN RANCH RD. 1=170.40, R= 751 B T e -
~ . SBOSOSE 8216 | \ 4125909 :
Y7 T o e T
ﬁ\ | MCR 1999-0821451 } _ S
- T
’ = : A \‘H\\
. | < \cos BRASS | ~
WINSTAR PRO LLC = CAP AT | peggsysy T
~ APN:217-14-037A Lo | CENTERLINE | "_-;' -y
COS BRASS. paRceL 1 | L-wsa{?’ |
CAP AT - - ‘ 33 PORTION - R=7o1.81
- CENTERLINE I ABANDONED »
AND N.W. COR | |
0S BRASS
OF 6.L.0. LOT 37 | WINSTAR PRO LLC | AP AT | e
| APN: 217-14-038A | CENTERLINE e
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S
| | _ @
‘ . l | i :8
| | __1_3':FEET o |
| I .
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1 Usa-BoR | JAT DOVE v
- CAPITAL LLC
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i | GLO LOT 39 =g | GLO LOT 40
= S= .
I S zi8 |  SE. COR |
R/W TO £z | GLO LOT 40 |
| REMAIN ey - | FND GLO B.C.
| |
R VA SR R
N 7

EXHIBIT A MADE A PART BY REFERENCE HEREON,

-~ : 6859 E. Rembrandt Ave, 124
. AL A N D C O R ' Mesa, AZ 85212
CONSULTING Ph: (480} 223-8573
landcorconsulting.com

DATE: 9/9/19 ~ABANDONMENT -~ e wo. .-
"SCALE: NTS _ EXHIBIT B » 1617
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10 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY T
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This reporf documents a trafficimpact analysis performed for a proposed senior living facility located on
the south side of McDowell Mountain Ranéh Road at 99" Place in ‘Scottsdale, Arizona. The site will
include assisted hvmg and-congregate. | care facshty Iand uses and is anticipated to be built out by 2021.

Kt

_,\Jg. s, i(z!

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., has been-retained by SCW Holdings, LLP to perform the trafﬁc.impa‘ct
~ sanalysis for the proposed development. '

The purpose of this study is to address traffic and transportation impacts of the proposed:development on
. surroundirig streets and intersections. -This traffic ahalysis was prepared based on criteria set forth. by the
City-of Scottsdale Transportation Impact.and M|t|gat|on Analysis, Category Il. The:specific objectives of
this: study are:

- To evaluate lane requirements on. all eX|st|ng roadway hnks and at all existing intersections within the
study area; :

e To determine future leve! of service (LOS) for all existing intersections within the study area and
" recommend any capacity-related improvements;

e To determine hecessary lane configurations at all new driveways within the proposed development-in
order to provide acceptable future levels of service;

e To evaluate the need for auxiliary lanes at.all stiidy area intersections; and.

e To evaluate the need for future traffic signals. .

S0 vt ©oAg .

S AT R IR 7 S AR S ’ff:v"-“"f“"-'"r'w".?.‘fr‘- AT
& P 'AFL ‘F!IND"! N\Gn‘"LS\f;»’-QNR‘QA%%EEEIIQ*@MMﬁgm v:D T }ma:!}lws» ”ﬂ“-“ \‘[-‘*ay’}’i*“f‘ HET, ”{""‘“rl {-hﬁ»: .

The proposed development is expected to generate 340 daily trlps with 14 trips occurring in the. AM peak
hour and 31 trips occurring in the PM peak hour. To ensure that'the estimate of the traffic impacts is the.
maximum that can be expected, it is assumed that the site will be 100 percent occup[ed upon buildout in
2021.

e The signalized intersection of Thompson Peak Parkway and McDowell Mountain Ranch. Road is
expected to operate at an acceptable level of service in 2021, with the exception of the southbound
left-turn lane and the eastbound thru lane in the PM peak. period.

L 'fﬁe' unsignalized intersection of 98" Street and McDowell Mountain Ranch Road and the site:
di'iv,'ewaysuare expected to operate at an acceptable leve! of service in 2021.

o |tis recommended that a continuous two-way left-turn lane be striped to provide access for the left
turning movements into the site driveways and to maintain access. to the -existing private streets. on
the north side of’ McDowelI Mountain Ranch Road. :

SWC:99t Place and McDowell Mountain Ranch Road | Transportatlon Impact and M|t|gatlon Anaiysis .
May 2019

r
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e Itis recommended that sight triangles be provided at all site accesspoints to give drivers exiting the
site a clear view of oncoming traffic. The landscaping within sight. tridngles must not obstruct drivers’
‘views of the adjacent travel |anes. Sight distance should be provided at all street intersections and
where driveways intersect with streets per Section 5-3.123 Part D of City of Scottsdale Design
Standards & Policies Manual.

The proposed develo‘}pment; a senior care faCiiity. is located on the.south side of_ McDowell Mountain
Ranch Road at 99" Place ih Scottsdale, Arizona. The project location is shown in Figure 1. )

s S r»-L;,.

j ‘,-:mw o

'The-overall development consists of an assisted living and congregate care facility. The total site area is
on approximately 5.3-acres+. Table 1 illustrates the land use.of the proposed development.

. Table 1. Land Use

General Descnptlon {TE Land Use

The layout of the site i illustrated in Figure‘ 2.

213% 'S'Iﬂ'E AGGESSIBILI

SR A R P e A S AT AR &'»'?&.f-’f.m -\.._ "*&tﬂi‘:ﬂ Lest

e m* fpyeat KN M&“*ws,-:k

The site is accessed locally via McDowetl Mountain Ranch Road Regional access is expected to be
provrded by the Pima.Freeway (Loop 101).and by the other arterial streets in the vicinity such as
Thompson.| Peak Parkway, Bell Road and Frank Lloyd Wright Boulevard.

25 iz " ﬁ:’w RGN vw, 23;;?&’*’»” W

-.u

' Thesite plan is shown in previousl’y"referehced Figure 2. The site consists EJf two full access driveways.
Driveway D1 is located approximately 470 feet east.of 98" Street on the south side of McDowell Mountain

~ Ranch Road. Driveway D2 aligns with an existing driveway on the .north side of McDowell Mountain

Ranch Road. Driveway D2 is approximately 150 feet east. of Driveway D1 and approximately 620 feet
"east of 98" Street on the south side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road.

SWC 99 Place and McDoweII Mountam Ranch Road | Transportatlon Impact and Mltlgatlon Analy5|s
" May 2019




'Michael P. Leary, LTD

10278 E. Hillery Drive - o : ' cell 480.991.1111.

Scottsdale, Arizona 85255 michaelpleary@cox.net
DATE : October 14, 2019
TO: : Doris McClay, Scottsdale Senior Planner
FROM: Mike Leary
RE: 8-ZN-2019/5-AB-29019- Citizen Review Report — Senior Living at McDowell

Mountain Ranch

- Per the Citizen Review Plan, the attached informational lettérs were sent to 115 interested parties and
property owners within 750’ of the subject property. - Additonally, neighbors involved in the
McDowell Mountain Community Storage project located just east of the subject property were given
advance notice of the proposal. The attached “Project Under Consideraton™ sign was erected on
April 28, 2019 announcing the Open House held on May 7, 2019.

Pror to the Open.House a Horseman’s Park resident (involved in the storage zoning case and one of
the parties who received our advance notice of this application) contacted us concerned -about 2 3-
storj; building height being out of character with the area. The senior living use'was not an issue. Per
the attached string of emails our response has been the following: the building height would not
appear as tall based upon the site being several feet lower than the homes on the north side of
MMMRR,; the building being lowered as much as possible into the site; the building being-over 200° -
from the nearest Horseman’s Park home; the approved storage building: behind the Superpumper
statiori being 3-stories and 34’ in height; the partial screening of the building by preserving the Verde
Canal; the likelihood of the vacant sité to the east being developed as multi-family projéct up to 3-
stodes and 36 in height; and our propesed 3-story building being just 39’ tall and not the 48’ a]lowed
by ordinance.

The day before the Open House-a slew-of NEXTDOOR postings was spurred by the City’s incorrect
online posting that our request was a Major General Plan améndment. There:is NO General Plan
_Amendi'nent - Major or Minor - as the request conforms to-the General Plan. We posted the City’s
correction but postings continued nonetheless and included concerns about the lack of need for senior
housing, poor building quality, traffic impact on the TPP/MMRR intersection, seniors not being able.
to cross the intersection, noise emanating from WestWorld, building within a flood plain, strangers
from all walks of life staffing the facﬂity, and the City granting a zoning variance without getting
exactions from the developer. There were also two individuals posting support of the project and
countering some of the expressed concerns. We made seven. replies addtessing the substantive

—
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comments and reposted the corrected City notification letter that, previously went out to property
owners within 750’ of the project. Due to the discussion sliding into unrelated matters and incivility,
we asked that any other. comments /‘qucstions/ concérn be handled directly with us via phone, émail
‘orin person. The string of postings 1s also attached, and we have not had any subsequent contact or
postings. ' ' ' ‘

Approximately 20 people att’cnded the May 7th Open House which included miembets of the MMR:
Board of Directors. Typical questfo’ns included details of the project’s use, building height, bullding
design, access, lighting, and traffic. We were encouraged by the tone and demeanor of the attendees
and believe that the concern expressed about the project’s perceived building height will be mitigated.

The July-August issue of the McDowell Mountiin Ranch Newsletter included a cover article on the
proposed muld-family project on the adjoining property and incorrectly stated that our project was
proposed at 48’. The actual height is 39 fronting MMRR. Correction of the building height was
included the :_‘Se‘p’te'rnber.-’October newsletter. . . -

After.‘ﬁ—ling fa:pp]ication, informational letters were sent again to the same interested parties and
‘property. owners within 750’ of the subject property describing the change in the zoning,réquest to
réemove the ESL overlay due to Transportation staff requiring a 30° dedication for a roadway a.lbng_
" the eastern p’grti'o'n of the site. for a distance of 600°. As a result of the dedication ‘requirement; the
project lost 1/3 of its NAOS area to the 30° dedication which nécessitated remoﬁng the ESL overlay.
As before we did not receive any n_ei.ghb,orhoéd opposition as the project itself remains unchanged.

In March objections by Mr. ’Craigljackson_ of Barrett-Jackson wete made thru his consultant Mr. Jason
Rose. Mr. Rose stated that Mr. jackson was adamantly opposed to the project due to incompatibility
with WestWorld operations. .Mr. Rose also stated that the City was planning to acquire the subject
. and adjoining Thomas property as part of the Bond approval.- Our offer to meet with Mr. Jackson
was declinéd.‘ Two days before the September 25" Planning Commission heaﬁng’,-M'r. Jackson sent a
letter to the Planning‘Comsnission requesting. continuance or denial. We spoke again with Mr. Rose
who stated that:should the case be dppioved by the City Council, a referendum would be filed. Once
agdin our offer to meet with Mr. Jackson was declined. At the. Planrﬁng Comrmnission hearing, there
wete nG residents in opposition. However Mr. Rose spoke and berated the presentation, the project, .
the legitimacy of proposed development and the prospect of 161 mote résidents complaining about
WestWorld ope:ations. Planning Commissionérs expressed support for the senior care use But voiced
© concerns about removing the ESL overlay». Con‘sequendy, thé Commission voted to continue the
case. As a continuance would result in the City Council hearing after the scheduled closing date, the
Commission was reque.s_ted‘ to reconsider the continuance and vote in’sfead for deriial 5o that-the case
could be heatd by Cify Council without delay, The Commission agreed to. send the case to the City
Council with a recoinmendation for denial - as we had requested.



After. the Planning Commission: hearing we met with City staff and the requirement for the 30"
dedicaton was ,e"_]j_rninate'd' allowing usto amend the application back to what-was originally submitted.
We again sent out letters to residents and interested parties that the application was back to the original
submittal with the ESL overlay. As before we teceived no response.

Attached are the following:

: map showingt-h_g area,of notification
: list of property owners and interested parties

: letter to propé'rty owners and interested parties
+ Commiunity In‘pﬁt Certification |

- email exchanges with Horseman's Park residents
: NEXTDOOR postings

: Opern House attendees



Michael P. Leary, LTD -

10278 E. Hillery Drive -

An-inital letter explaining the request to-rezone the subject property in conformarice Wwith the: City’s Comprehensive
Geéneril Plan for a senior care facility was mailed o you back in late April The formal rezoning and abandonment of excess
easements were formerly filed.in May: A sec;oind mailing was sent'in August to:amend the application solély to remove the ESL
(Environmentally Sensiﬁve Lands) overlay district-due-to a City staff propose'd dedicadon of street right-of-way and construction

property. ery frmspomuon staff have relented on the dedication and construction of a roadway which has allowed us to go

back to the ongmal ]:SL rezon.mg and easement abandonment fequest.

) Despite these a.mcnd.ments there has been NO CHANGE SINCE THE ORIGINAL APPLICATION TO THE .
DEVELOPMENT PLAN, THE AMOUNT ‘OF UNDISTURBED (cg the old Verde Canal) AREAS OR OTHER A

REVEGETATED ARFAS as shown below:

cell (480) 991-1111

/Scprpsdale; {i:iiona 85255 - : S | " michaelpleary@cox.net
DATE: o;_tobc; 3,2019

TQ: | : Neighboring Property Owncrs,and Intereste;i Parties .

FROM: (i ~. Mike Leary, Development Consultant )

RE: | ©. Seénior fjsrmg at McD.oﬁwdl.Mountain'R‘mgh:—-a.rnehd_rnent H#2 to,rez'oning, and ‘abandonmex‘lt requests ’

of-a roadway along.our éast property line ffom McDowell Mountain Ranch Read a distince of 600%*to 2 parcel south of the

T 7oL~ B
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I
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'

If you should have any quéstons, p]ease contact me:at your.convenience. Yé)ii may also contact City of Scottsdale Seruor Planner .
Doris McClay who s assigned to this project a.nd can be reached - at 480.312.4214 and dmcclay@scottsdaleaz.gov. Our casé
A nurnber 1s 8-ZN-2019 and D-AB 2019. Thank you!'ML
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" be limited to the water development fee, water résources "developme‘nt fee, water recharge fee, '
sewer development fee or development’ tax water- replemshment district charge, pump tax, or any
other water, séwer, or effluent fee.

el e - orem— it —— hn e —

" Revision 3-11 ‘ : ' Page 2 of 2



Michael P. Leary, LTD

10278 E. Hillery Drive o C cell 4809911111
Scottsdale, Arizona 85255 — —— ——' . . . —= o+ = - michsdplesry@gorer

DATE: August 14,.2019

TO: " Dotis McClay; Scottsdale Seqi

FROM: = Mike Leary W\

RE: 8-ZN—2019/5-AB-29019 Updated szen Revxew Report - Semo: Lmng at
' McDowell Mountain Ranch

Per the Citizen Review Plan, the attached hfom'xaﬁon_al letters were sent tc; 115 interested parties and
propetty owners within 750’ of the subject property. Additionally, patties involved in the. McDowell
Mountain Community Storage project located just east of the subject property were given advance
notice of the propesal. The aftached “Pro;ect Under Considetation” sign was erected on Apnl 28,
2019 announcing the Opm House held on May 7, 2019.

Prior to the Open House a Horseman’s Park resident (involved in.the storage Zoning case and one of
the patties who received our advance notice of this application) contacted us concerned about a 3-
- story building height being outiof character with the area. The senior living use was not an issue.  Pet
the attached string of emails our response has been the following: the building height would not
_appear as tall based upon the site being seversl feet lower than the hofies on. the north side of
MMMRR; the building being lowered as much as possible.into the site; the building being over 200>
from the nearest Horseman’s Park home; the approved storage building behind the Superpumper
station being 3-stories and 34’ in height; the partial screening of the building by presérving the Verde
Canal; the likelihood of the vacant site to the east being developed s multi-family project up to 3-
stories and 36’ i in height; and our proposed 3-story buﬂdmg bem.g just 39’ tall and not the 48’ allowed _
by ordmance

The day béfore the Open House a slew of NEXTDOOR postings was sputted by the City’s incotrect
online posting that our request was a Major General Plan amendment. There is NO General Plan
Amendment - Major or.Minor - as the request conforms to the General Plan. We posted the City’s
correction but postings continued nonetheless-and included. concemns about the Jack of need for senior
housing; poor building quality, traffic impact-on the TPP/1 MMRR i mtersecnon, seniors not being able
to cross the intersection, noise emanating from WestWorld, building within a flood plain, strangers
from all walks of life staffing the facility, and the City granting a zoning variance without getting
" exactions from the developer. There were also two individuals posting support of the project and
counterifig some of the expressed concerns. We made seven replies addressing the substantive




comments and reposted the corrected City notification letter that previously went out to property
owners within 750’ of the project. Due to the discussion sliding into unrelated matters and incivility,
- we asked thiat any other comments/questions/concern be handled directly with us via phone, email

orin person. The string of; postmgs is also attached, and we have. not. had any subsequent contact-or

e e+ e

postings.

" Approximately 20 people attended the May 7th Open House which included members of the MMR
Board of Directors. Typical questions included details of the project’s use, building height, building
design, access, lighting, and traffic. We were.encouraged by the tone and demeanor of the attendees
and believe that:the concern expressed about the project’s percexvcd building height will be mmgated.

The ]uly—August issue of the McDowell Mountain Ranch Newslettet included a.cover article on the
. ptoposed multi-family project on the adjoining property and incorrectly stated that our project was

proposed at 48". The actual proposed height is 39. We notified the Newsletter publisher and

reques,te'd a cotrection on next i'ssqe. ' : _ ' '

A letter explznmng the modification to the application by removal of ESL oﬁetlay‘zoﬁing was mailed
out to the same 750" property owners and intetested parties as the initial. notxﬁcauon lct:ter pet the '
attached. ‘

We are continuing discussions with the Horseman’s Park residefit and will continue to encourage and
respond to.questions/comments/concerns throughout the entire public hearing process. The Citizen
Review Report will be updated as needed pror to the Planning Commission and City Councd hwnngs

Attachments
: Map showing the area of notification _—
" : List of property owners-with the notification areaand mterested parties
: Letter to property owners and interested parties :
: Affidavit of posting '
: Community Input Certification
: Email excha.nges with Horseman’s Park tesldents
: NEXTDOOR postings- -
: Open House:attendees
: Letter to ptoperty owners within the nouﬁcatmn area and mterested patties
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Michael P. Leary, LTD

10278 E. Hillery Drive | Cell (480) 9911111
Scottsdale, Arizona 85255 , _ ~michaelpleary@cox.net .

DATE: April 26, 2019

TO: Neighboring Property. Owners and Interested Parties
FROM: Mike Leary, Development Consultant
RE: Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

A senior care facility comprising independent-living, assisted living-and mermoty care is proposed on a 5-acre :
vacant property on the south side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road just west of 99% Place. The site backs
up to the blighted Bureau of Reclamation property that contains the large drainage basins and WestWorld
support facilities. As such the proposed development will provide a buffer for the residential devélopments
notth of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road and the ex:stmg and future facilities/activities within the Bureau
property. Enclosed is our preliminary site plan and conceptual building design. - -

Histotically, the property retains the County 1972 annexation R1-35 zoning (one house per acre) which was
 the zoning classification of most of the County north of the CAP Canal Post annexation all the surrounding
developments that now exist were subsequently rezoned. The cutrent zoning does NOT comply with the
enclosed City’s General Plan “Conceptual Land Use Map” which indicates “Office”. = The “Office”
designation equates to the “Commercial Office (C-O)” zoning district which typically develops with multi-
‘story offices that can genérate a significant amount of traffic, noise, lightifg and activity. Howeverz, a
“residential health care facility” is also-an allowed use and generates conversely minimal traffic, noise, lighting,
and activity. The use is:generally considered benign and compatible with both residential and fion-residential
areas. Common questions which are raised with rezoning requests and this use specifically are: S

Can the City Council restrict the usé of the property to just the semior kiving facility? Although the legal answer is
* goveming bodies are precluded from limiting rezonings to specific uses, the City achieves that goal by
~ stipulating conformance to specific development ‘plans which by their nature are use-specific and not

convertible to other uses. If'the stlpulatcd development plans were subsequently proposed to be altered, an
amendment would be required to go through the:same Planning Commissi sion and City Council pubhc hearing

process.

Wil dm/apmmt adhere 1o the “dark sky” policy? Yes, lighting will be limited in number, lumcn, and location to
- minimize total light emanation. Lighting will also be tightly controlled along the street frontage to preclude
- off-site h.ght spill

Will ambulances be using sirens o transport residents? The facility does not provide nutsing care and the residents
are ambulatory. As a matter of policy and practice, ambulances do not utilize sitens in residential areas.



" As an interested party of property ownet within 750’ of the propetty, you are receiving this notification as

part of the City’s Public Outreach and Input process. Accordingly, we are also hosting an “Open House”
from 6:00 pm to 7:30 pm on Tuesday May 7th at the McDowe]l Center located at 16116 N. McDowell
Mountain Ranch Rd., Scottsdale, AZ 85255. :

We hope to subsequently file 2 formal application with the City to change the zoning from R1-35 PCD ESL
(Single-family Residential within a Planned Community District in Envn‘onmentally Sessitive Lands) to C-
O PCD ESL (Commercial Office within 2 Planned Community District in Eavironmentally Seasitive Lands)
to allow the proposed senior living development. Immediately after filing the apphcauon, you will be
, recczvmg a4 postcard from thc Czty notifying you of the application submittal. : '

If you should have any questions, please contact me .at yout convenience. You may also contact City of
Scottsdale Senior Planner Doris McClay who is assigned to this project and can be reached at 480.312. 4214

and d.tncdgy_(@, cottsdaleaz.gov. Out preliminary application case number is 99-PA-2019
- Thank you! ML

enclosure.
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Email exchanges with Horseman'’s Park neighbors thru 05.07.19

From: Ed Grant IV <egrant4@simaz.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 7, 2015 4:11 PM

To: mike leary

Cc: mafoster272@gmail.com; eric.e.bjorkman@intel.com; cthorpe@nghthonda com McCIay, Doris
Subject: Re Proposed Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch .

Thanks Mike. We'll see you at the open holise tonight and can discuss further.

We would appreciate your client preparing:an 'exh'i'bitpf 'showing how the proposed development will
impact the southern view corridor from the homes that back to MMR Road. Craig Thorpe {on this e-
mail) owns.one of thosé homes for referencé; In the past, they’ve taken the vantage point of a 6 foot:
individual sanding in the back yard and looking toward the development. While | do appreciate the
-comparison to Kota, again, | would offer that is different given that Kota fronts TPP. I'll check the streets
map, but | believe TPP'-is a Minor Arterial and MMR is just a coliector.

As for the, Avondaie comment, 'm not sure what else to tell you. | looked at another property today in
Glendale and observed the same phenomenon. {GP designation is high-density residential, zoning is for
retarl and industrial.) Again, it’'s a tactic utilized by the City genera[ly to make sure that the developer.
mtegrates with what surrounds the area.

See you later this evening.

.

From mike Ieary <outlook 59CA1EDED17AAFFC@outIook com> on behalf of mike leary
'<m|chaelplea ry@cox.net> .
Date: Tuesday, May 7, 2019 at 3:04 PM.

To: Ed Grant <egrant4@simaz.com> :

Cce: "mafoster272@grmail.com” <mafoster272@gmail.com>, "eric.e.bjorkman@intel.com”
<eric.e.bjorkman@intel.com>, “cthorpe@ rlghthonda com" <cthorpe@righthonda. comz,
"McClay, Doris" <DMcClay@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Subject: Re: Proposed Senior Livingat McDowell Mou'ntain Ranch

Ed and Enc again I'm sany thar I couldn 't ger back ro you zmmedzate!y but here's some
scoop I found.

As to the building height, the preliminary planis show a ;beigbt‘ of around 40" but the
buailding is lower than the adjoining street. As the site is sloping south away from the street,
the building finish floor elevation (FFE) will be approximately 10’ below the FFE ofthe:
townhomes (actually condos). That 10’ differential should lower the percefved height
substantially. By contrast the Kota aparmments are 32' 6" in height and ke Horseman's
Park and Graythorn may appear taller as they are on the high side of the slope. From a top-
of-building elevation standpoint, the project should end up lower than KOTA one of the
benefits of being on thé low side of a slope.



Oan the annexation, geez I would think Avondale has a problem by down-zoning property
without property owner permission. 1 believe it's in conflict with Arizona State Statutes
‘which precludes the diminishment of value without compensation. What I do know is whea
Scottsdale annexed County properties in the 70's and 80's when I was a City Planner, the
comparable Scotsdale zoning designation was used cxclus:vdy no qp-zonmg or down-
zoning. .

Hope this belps. ML

Frbm Ed Grant IV:<e'gra'nt4@sima'z com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 1, 2019 8:21PM

To: mike leary
Ce: mafosterZ?Z@gmaxl com; eric.e.bjorkman@intel.com; r:thorpe@nghthonda com; McClay, Doris

Subject: Re: Proposed-Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch
Thanks Mike. Please see below in blue.

From: mike leary <outiook_S9CA1EDED17AAFFC@outlook. com> on behalf of mike Ieary

- <michaelpleary@cox.net>

Date: Monday, April 29, 2019 at 12:54 PM

To: Ed Grant <egrant4@simaz.com>, mike leary <michaelpleary@cox.net>

Cc: "mafoster272@giiail.com” <mafoster272@gmail.com>, "eric.e.bjorkman@intel.com"
<eric.e.bjorkman@intel.com>, cthorpe@rlghthonda com <cthorpe@nghthonda com>,
"McClay, Doris™ <DMcClay@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Subject: Re: Proposed Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ra nch

Ed thanks for the quick reply.

' 1. The building is indeed three-floors and the permitted height by right is 48" but would
expect the building height to be several feet Iower. ' Also, the grade on the northside of
MMR is Iugber than the south. I'm not sure that the character of the area is well-defined
with the mix of one-story townhomes, one-and two-story smgle-famxlymsxdences and two-

story apartments. The storage facility was approved with both two-story and three-story

- components: The rendering is concept at this stage and the design hasn't been. fleshed out

" as of yet | respectfully disagree with you...the character is actually quite well-defined. Property

that fronts TPP and the gas station has the height, and what’s west of that does not In addition, the

storage facility does not have people living in the top of the facility. . .this facility will have that. And
to your point on defiming the mix in the area, an out-of—placc building (in terms of height) would
 define this area in a manner that's inconsistent with exnsung conditions. I'm sorry, but thisis
something I'm going to have to insist on at this point for me to support the project. Looking
forward to-discussing further.



2, Past annexations in Scottsdale and elsewhere incorporated County.zoning to the nearest
aity classification for pure simplicity. City Land Use Plans were then subsequently
developed and the basis for granting changes in land use, More of a 1-2-3- process. We are
willing and expect tight stips that reflect what we are proposing. Like the storage facility,
we keep our word. I'm dealing with an annexation in Avondale now where the City intentionally
gave an underlying zoning classification ‘that ¢onflicts with the GP designation in.order to. force the
developer to play ball with the City. This is generally done to ensure that the City gem what thcy
want, and it’s sozneth.tng that fits with the sm‘roundmg area.

o 3, We clearly believe that the proposed use will be more compatible and acceptable
to the residents than office or other C-O permitted uses. The parcel in between :
George Bell's storage facility and ours has been separately owned for decades by the
Thonias family. There have been discussions about development of their property,
but I haven't scen anything yet. The Thomas, property.and our property will the last

. parcels to develop on MMRR and I thmkm the general area. Hetghts dmsmes etc.

being equal, I agree with you

o  We are constantly looking for ways to mitigate potential neighborhood
concerns. The original plan had our main driveway aligned with your entry-at 99th
Place to comply with the City's doveway spacing and alignment criteria. We have -
now proposed the location further west aligning with the townhome dnveway as
there will be less traffic coming from the small TH project than Horseman''s
Park., This change is subject to Transportation Depzrtmcnt 's. review which we

' believe they’ll support. Understood.

From: Ed Grant IV <egféﬁf4@s:maz com>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2019 8:59 AM'

To: mike leary
Cc: mafosterZ?Z@gmarl com; ‘eric. e.bjorkman@lntel com; cthorpe@righthonda. corn, McClay, Doris

Sub;ect. Re: Proposed Senior Living at:McDowell Mountain Ranch

Thanks Mike, Really appreciate the heads up. I had Keard through the grapevine this was.coming,.so we
appreciate being engaged early on in-the process to discuss.

A few que_:stions/thoughis for you...

1. What's the permitted height by right? Renderings look to be 3 StDrIes-lSh which is way out of
character for the area. Please confirm if you would.

2. | see your mention of the underlying zoning not complying with the GP map, but, as you know,
that’s.a tactic cities frequently employ at.annexation to force a GP and/or rezoning. As wasthe
case with the storage facility, we'll look for tight stips and a site plan that conforms with what

, we're told will develop.

3. Notwithstanding the height comment above, the proposed use would seemingly be more

compatible than office. Does your owner-own the parcel west and in between the storage



facility and this? | think it’s the same appllcant as the storage facility, no’-’ Any plans for the
donut hole in between? ,

Thanks Mike!
Ed

From: mike leary <outiook_S9CA1EDED17AAFFC@outlook.com> on behalf of mike ieary
<michaelipleary@cox.net>.
Date: Saturday, April 27, 2019 at 6 26 PM
To: Ed Grant-<egrant4@simaz.com>
ce: "mafoster272@gmail.com” <mafoster272@gma|l com>, "eric.e. b;orkman@mte! com”
‘<eric.e. bjorkman@intel.com>, "cthorpe@righthonda.com™ <cthorpe@righthonda.com>
Subject: Proposed Senior Living'.at McDowell Mountain Ranch

. Hi Ed! Ij ;ust want to reach out directly to you and yournengbors mgardmg anotbcr pm;ect
I'm consulting on just down the street from the McDowell Mountain storage

facility. Attached is the "Early Notification " letter that was just mailed out to the property
owners within 750’ (that includes you folks). The project is southwest of your subdivision
and behind the Verde Capal berm thar has all the overgrown vegetation. I'm not sure what,
if any, portions of the project will be even visible from HP. Pér the letter, the use has
extremely low impacts-on the things that matter to residents e.g. traffic, noise, activities and

- lighung: So far, we have staff support for the project and we're hoping to bwild upon that

sz;pport with posme resalts from our public outreach efforts.

Ed, if you or your netg.bbam have any quesaans/commenm/ concerns, pIease feel free to
contact me at any time. I'm just one-mile. from. away: ). .

Thanks again! ML



NEXTDOOR POSTINGS May 7th THRU May 9th
Betty Janik
, Windgate Ranch‘Z

OPEN HOUSE FOR MAJOR GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT & REZONING May -
7@ 6pm

" Thisis a very big request from SENIOR LIVING AT MC'DOW'ELL MT -RANCH for genera! plan
amendrﬁent and rezoning near MMRR and 98th. Place - your-neighborhood. it is on a 5 acre site. BE

" INFORMED BY ATTENDING THE OPEN HOUSE Tuesday tomorrow - MAY 7 at 6-7:30 pm LOCATION
of OPEN HOUSE McDowell Center 16116 N McDowell Mountain Ranch RD

2d ago 17 neighborhbdods in General

Jason Alexander ,

, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-2d. ago. -
l am planning to attend, but juggling with kids' activities. | have several concems with the project. Frst
and foremost, the upzoning. They are asking for three stories, but-that would be unlike any of the -
surrounding residences which are all 1 story homes or 2 story apartments. Also, what will they do to
improve the neighborhood? 1 have crossed Thompson Peak from the gas station to the Library complex
many times on foot and bike, cars are constantly tuming right on red from MMR Road, with very little
concem for pedestrians in the crosswalk. Walkability to-the library and aquatic center will be a big draw
for the residents, but the idea of 'a slower senior having to cross Thompson Peak while anxious drivers
are trying to rush though...seems.a death waiting to happen. We dont let the kids do it without a crossing
guard, and that doesnt always provide enough protection from hurmied drivers. There are no crosswalks
from-the Senior Living Facility further west connecting it with 98th Streetl. Again, | see someone potentlaliy

get hit.
Jennifer Valiette

, McDowell Mounhtain Ranch North-2d ago
My question is, as with all the other family housing being built in-the specific area. Why would senior
housing be so close to a major entértainment.and event venye? When I'm retired or in assisted ilvmg f
don't think i'd want loud evening and daytime music, announcers, car show sounds, etc. it just seems so
random that they would consider this,

Michael Leary

. MicDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago
Betty, I'm the apphcant for the senior living facility proposed on the south side 6f MMRR west of 89th
Place. The City miss-posted on its P&Z website that the zomng request was. for a Major Plan Amendment .
- it is NOT! To the fcoﬁtrary, the rezoning CONFORMS with the Generai Plan.and the current zoning does
not. See below: From: McClay, Doris <DMcClay@scottsdaleaz.gov> Sent: Monday, May 6, 2019 8:42 AM
To: mike leary Subject: RE: Senior Living MMR - wrong Open House notice on City website Hi Mike Sorry
for the error. We are sending out a.revised P&Z with the correct information. "Applicant-based open
house for a rezoning case located at 9808 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road Tuesday, May 7 6-7:30

i



p.m The McDowell Center, 16116 N. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road Applicant contact: Mike Leary
480-991-1111 mlchaelpleary@oox net*

Jason, thanks for planning on attending. Per the letter | previously sent, the request is to zone the -
property from the 1972 County annexation zoning to the classification that conforms with the City's
‘General Plan. This is not a Major or Minor Generai Plan amendment - the request conforms with the GP.

. I've checked City records and the Kota apartments are 32'5* in height and we‘re proposing a height in the

40' range. The exact height hasn't been determined but the site is downhill from properties on the
northside MMRR which would iower the perceived height of the building. | ive in MMR and like you | have
¢crossed TPP with great trepidation but the problem applies to all ages. However offsite issues like these
are not the responsibifity of project that don't exasperate existing problems. Providing a sidewalk and
crosswalk to 98th Street is the responsibiiity of the City as the adjoining properties are part of WestWorld.

Jennifer, the project is uniquely located. The infrequen_i Westworld major events {e.g. Barreti-Jackson)
are over a 1/2 mile away. The WestWorld 40-acre stormwater detention basins are immediately opposite
_ the property .and pose 'no.negative impact.on the proposed use. | previously posted.the letter that was

" sent out to nearby properties and am postihg again below for whoever might be interested. i'm sorry but
this site,isn't letting paste the site-plan and‘perspective of the project.

Michael P. Leary, LTD 10278 E. Hillery Drive cell (480) 991-1111 Scottsdale; Arizona 85255
michaelpieary@cox.net :

_DATE: April 26, 2019
TO: Neighboring Property Owners and Interested Parties
' FROM: Mike.'Lear'y, Development Consultant RE: Senior Living at McDowell Mp‘umain Ranch

A senior care facility comprising independént living, assisted fiving and memory care is proposed on .a 5-
acre vacant property on the south side.of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road just west of 99th Place. The
site backs up 1o the blighted Bureau of Reclamation property that contains the.Jarge drainage basins and
WestWorld support facilities. As such the proposed development will provide a buffer for the residential
developments north of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road and the: exnsbng and future facilities/activities
within the Bureau property. Enclosed is our prefiminary site plan and conceptual building design.
Historically, the property retains the County 1972 annexation R1-35 zoning (one house per acre) which
was the zoning-.classification of most of the County north of-the CAP: Canal. Post annexation ali'the
surrounding developments that now exist were subsequently rezoned. The .cument zoning does NOT
comply-with the enciosed City's General Plan *Conceptual Land Use Map® which: indicates “Office”. The
“Office” designation equates to the “Commercial Office (C-O)” zoning district which typically develops with
multi-story offices that can generate & significant amount of traffic, noise; lighting and activity. However, a-
“residential health care facility” is also an allowed use .and generates conversely minimal traffic, noise,
lighting, and activity. The use is.generaily con5|dered benign and compaﬁbie with both residential and
non-residential areas.

Common questions which are réised with rezoning requésts and this use specifically are:

Can the City Council restrict the use of the property to just the senior living facility? Although the legal
answer is goveming bodies.are prectuded from limiting rézonings to specific uses, the City achieves that



goal by stipulating conformance to specific development plans which by their nature-are use-specific and
not convertible to other uses. If the stipulated development pians were subsequently proposed- to be
altered, an amendment would be reqiired to go through the.same Piannmg Commission and City Council

- public heanng prooess

Will development adhere to the “dark sky” policy? Yes, lighting will be fimited in number, lumen,-and
location to minimize total light emanation. nghtlng will also be tightly controlled along the street’ frontage
to preclude off-site fight spill. : ’

Will ambulances be using sirens to transport residents? The facility does not provide: »nursing care and‘the
_ resrdents are ambuiatory. As.a matter of pollcy and pract:ce ambulanoes do not utifize sirens in
residential areas.

As an interested party or ‘prop’eify owner within 750" of the property, you are receiving this notification as
part' of the City’s Public Outreach and Input process. Accordingly, we are also hosting an “Open House”
from 6:00 pm to 7:30 pm on Tuesday May 7th at the McDowell Center located: at 16116 N. McDowell
Mountain RanchRd., Scottsdale, AZ'85255. We hope to subsequently file a formal appiication with the
City to change the zoning from R1-35 PCD ESL (Single-family Residential within a Planned Community
District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to C-O PCD.ESL (Commercial Office within a Planned
. Community District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to allow the proposed:senior living development.
Immediately after filing the application, you will be receiving a postcard from the City notifying you of the -
application submittal. .

" If you should have any questions, please contact me' at'your convenience. You may also contact City of
Scottsdale Senior Planner Doris McClay who is assigned-to this project-aid can be reached at
480.312. 4214 and dmeclay@scottsdaleaz.gov. Our prellrnmary application case number is 99-PA-2019.
Thank you! ML Enclosure

Jennifer Vallette

, McDowell. Mountain Ranch North-1d ago :
@Mlchaei -Thank you for the response but I've lived here since 2003 and | can promtse you it's a bit more
than Barrett. The annuai Polo Party, Good Guys car shows, Bike Week, numerous horse shows.and
Todeos, RV.Shows, Beachfest, Fourth of July, the Shnne Circus, and MANY other large events create
noise levels that anyone living that close will hear. It's on their event calendars and growing every year.
dJoseph Chaplik ‘

. McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago:
What is wrong with the Senior Living Genter at FLW and 100th? Looks irke a fine building. Is it’ fully
occupied and is there a strong need for another facility so close as proposed?

. Michael L‘.e'a'ry '
, McDovsell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago



Joseph my understandmg is that’ Belmont project is indeed full which conﬁrms what our marketing study
has concluded - our area is oons:derabty underserved and the reason why this project is bemg proposed.

Hope this helps ~

‘Michael Leary

, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago

Jennifer, yes therée are several venues:that occur at WestWorld but primarily on the western end of the
faciiity. Senior fiving basically occurs within-the. building so any noise that may emanate from WestWodd
is not viewed as a problem like it mlght be for single-family residents.

“John Rcwton
, McDoweil Mountain Ranch South-1d ago
Building another facility in the Reata Wash?

Michae! Leary
McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago
John thanikfully we're not in it} : )

Johh Rowton
. McDowell Mountain Ranch South 1d ago ,
The. proposed senior center would be in it. A bunch of seniors in a fiood plain- what.could go wrong?

Michael Leary )

, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago

John if you give me calf at 480.991.1111 or email me. at michaelpteary@cox.net with yotir-contact info
and [ can provide you a Maricopa County Flood Control Map of the property showing it's not within any
100-year floodplain. it's high and dry. : ).

John Rowton

. McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago .
it is in Zohe A on the city supplled map. Southeast of there is what | like to cal! Lake Westworid. | walk
that way 3 or 4 times a week for the last ten years. if you look at the condos, townhouses or what ever
they are building at 88th and McDoweli- you will see what they did to-tfy to avold any fiooding that now

makes Lake Westworld possible.

John Rowton
. Mé&Dowell Mountain Ranch Soith-1d ago
| meant southwest of the proposed site is the location of Lake Westworld

Wichael Leary

McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago
John | know:folks who call it "Mosquito Lake" although the City and State swear that there have never
been larvae in their testing. But | don't know about you, but for the last couple of years I've been having



mosquitoes outside and inside my Discovery:Canyon home. [ also had mosquitoes when playing at
Horizon Park. You probably noficed that the City has been draining the lake with a portable pump that
.dumps into @ sewer manhole. There supposedly are 7 drywells to drain the basins.but.they are.
" undoubtedly unable to deal-with all the sitt that';'plugs them up.

., A
o,

John Rowton
; McDowell Motintain -Ranch South-1d ago
There is a cement traii that leads from Horizon Park down-to WestWorld. Just north of McDowell it was

destroyed — looks like water flow took it down years ago. Just saying- the odds of a real bad flood down
there are slim but it is not worth the risk with-seniors involved. FWIW- t am over 70.-

D;ane Drelf

McDowelI Mountain Ranch South Edned 1d-ago
I have some comments = can't make the meeting. What will this proposed facility do to ingress and
egress on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road, Thompson Peak and Bell.Rd:? Clearly, we have enough
traffic in this area now and at certain hours, it is very heavy traffic. Also, employees that work at these
(types -of facilities’ have a high tum-overrate. Therefore, we would be allowing all kinds of .strangers from
all walks of life into this area on two or three shifts a day. Michael Leary, You alluded to Belmont' Village. |
know a lot about Beimont Village from:the mceptlon of when they were deveioping i, then building it and
when it was initially up and runriing. It is very cheap construction and it'took a long time to fill up that
place. Thére is in-the-wall air conditioning units in each apartment. That is just plain hokey and cheap! Is
this-proposed facility going to bé-similar to Belmont Village where a bunch of investors buy-in initially and
at-some point, resell it to other owners? The rendering of the buiiding that was sent to us through the
McDowell Mountain Ranch HOA shows a simitar drawing to Belmont Village which i find very mterestmg
Any connection to the developer and original. mvestors of Belmont Village?. Mayor ‘Lane welcomed
Beimont Village with open arms and cut the ribbon at the Grand Opening. Is he going to be asked to
attend this Grand Openmg here t00.... should this go through? -

Adam Johnson

, DC RANCH/Silverieaf: 1d agoe
As_ someone what works in the real estate side of senior care, senior fiving and merhory care, the-valley
has a large shortage of inventory. With baby boomers getting oider, to the tune of 10,000 a day hitting
retirement qﬁalif cations | think this development is well position and needed. A few years ago, | sold a
Senior Living deal off of FLW and Lia Linda, 155 units. ‘Very high end, they have a very long waitlist now
days. |'would encourage people on here to take a iook at some senior living communities: | think people
get confused with senior living verses nursing home of days gone past. | think having Westworid nearby
- will be a major'pull and selling feature. All the évents Westworld has are -geared to those with disposable
incomes from cars to horses it all takes big bucks. | Look forward to seeing this project get approved and
fill that void in seniortiving we have in this particular area. From a busmess plan perspective, the deat |
sold was $31m, recent traded again last year for $60m



Adam Johnson
, DC RANCH/Silverieaf-1d ago
Mike do you have a link to the apphcatlon ora ur1 w:th the city that ‘you can share?

Dlane Drell

. McDowel! Mountain Ranch South: Edrted 1d ago
I think we have ari abtindance of sefiior living in Noith Scottsdale and in 85260 By the time seniors move
1o & senior facility; it is usually because they aren't ableto live independently in their own homes any
more, so they don't go out real often. | don't believe West World will matter to people who live at this
senior Jiving resideﬁce which | believe was mentioned would have an assisted living unit as well as a
memory care.unit. Also, will this; facility be strictly-a rentat ora buy-in srtuataon? |.don't belleve that has
been mentioned. There-is a.big difference!

Adam Johnson -

. DC RANCH/Silverieaf-1d ago
B Dlane that is the thlnkmg I am talking about. Senior living today is way different than the nursmg homes
“of old. They are very active communities with sporting event outings, tennis cubs, golf clubs, hiking clubs,
these types of facilities seniors are moving to for more social reasons than care reasons. With us living

actively well into urlate 80's this option has become very popular. Get ride of the expensive large house
_and ‘move into a socially active community. Have of the Del Webb communities are focused on this. Mike
" mentioned that'this is an ambulatory development, this is not a nursing home or‘hbspibe_ care. | would
expect, like the iast one | sold, it was a live cycle community so-they had basically condos with no care at
all, then some assisted I‘Ning and theirs was special for it also have memory care. Most occupants in our
rent studies plannéd on living therefor 12 to 17 years, so these communities, again, are .not nursing
homes. Most senior living facilities are leased not buy'in and the: ones‘that are buy in are very expensive.
I would be curious to know that the rates will be, that is probably a better indicator:of what the community
will be. $1"500 a month versus the one | have:mentioned at $5k to $7k a month are different animais.

Diane Drelt

, McDowell Mountaii Ranch South:Edited 19 ago
Adam Johnson, You are in the business of -senior living sales. I'am not speaklng from that perspective,
but that of a homeowner that lives in the vicinity of the proposed "retirement” home which will provide
assisted living and memory care units: Most ‘seniors-foday would prefer:to-livesin their own homes,
townhouses, condos.or apartments; as jong as they can. } know about nursing homes-and varnous types of
retirerment homes. Nursing homes is a different level completely. Why bring that up in this discussion?
The rétirement communities with very active communities don't have assisted living and memory care
units, That is a different model you are writing about. Enough said on this subject. | am not in favor of this
project in this area for all.the reasons [ stated above.



Adam Johnson :
, DC RANCH/Sitverieaf-1d ago . -
| too am a home owner,; | am aiso a residential real estate agent of close to 28 years and !.also forthe
" past 23 years have sold apartment developments and for the past 8 years senior fiving, assisted living
and memory care facilities as well. No shocker'that you wouid be against for no other reasonthan it'sa -
new development and a change to the status.quo, another nimby issue. | wouild think most of the '
homeowners near this development would be excited at the idea that when the time comes to move to
‘something that is only senior, then .assisted, then memory care and you get to stay in the communrty you
live in now, that that would be a great thing to Jook forward too, my how | couid be wrong.

* Melissa Lorraine

, McDowell Mountain Ranch South 1d ago
i just.saw this, and | just heard about this today s0 it is too late for me to make the meeting... | would have
liked to have gone to voice my opinion but unfortunately cannot. So-I'll just voice it here..."hell no!” &
There is nothing this adds to the community or its surroundings other than a 3- story monstrosity, traffic,
and sirens! Please keep the residents in the area mformed for any foilowing meetmgs or any continual
information. Thx, :

. John Rowton :
., McDoweli Mountain Ranch South-1d ago
Senior living is not the point Mr. Johnson, the poinit is- why put in Reéata Wash which is'a flood area? -

Adam Johnson i
, DC RANCH/Silverleaf-1d ago :
John, Al of the surrounding area, MMR, DC Ranch, Sllverieaf etc.is in a flood plane: Part of the reason
~ we don't have basements and we are built on stone. Every development that gets proposed anywhere
near north.scottsdale gets shot dgﬁwr_\. Compiete NIMBY for sure. The condos at Silvérieaf, the 135 room
- hotel near DC Ranch crossing ,the Greyhawk development northwest corner of Pima and TPP. | put my
trust inthe builder that it will be _QUi!i to conformto current code, flood plane requirements. height
restrictions given its lower ‘elevation starting point. Yet some will stay say no for not.in my back yard:

Bill Herf
, McDowel] Mountain Ranch South: 1d ago _
Is'this project instead of the public storage facility that was proposed a few months ago that wouid go

behind Superpumper?



Jason Alexander

, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-14'; ago :
Its not my piace 1o tell the builder or the new residents they will be bothered by the noise and trafiic from
Westworid, or living next to a truck-filled maintenance yard that frequently has night-time.heavy truck
activity, or'a months-long mosquito filled lake. | doubt they will be happy with their lack of open space.
That is between the buyers and sellers. | dont think flooding will be a problem. (though Adam Johnson's
info about flood plains is wrong as it stops at 88th Street - seé the Reata Wash Flood Plain map - it
includes none of MMR or Silverleaf, most of DC:Ranch). My objection is to the 3rd story, .and the cheap
stick frodular design that wifl not-last. These two features: are ' what make the project profitabie for the
developer. We residents get more traffic, probably another-iane extension from the site into Westworld,
possibly a signal at 88th St, and new residents demanding stréet crossings. Michael you-are comect the
city doesn't require the developer to do those things. As a result the residents WILL eventually pay for
those things. This is why we have nearly $1B in unfunded infrastructure .If the city is going to grant you a
z_on'ingr exerh'ptio,n, additional height, and allow another architecturally dull project... the taxpayers should
get more in retum. |'would be fuch happier about this project if the developer didntjust take that 3rd
story from the community, and instead made. some of these impact improvements voiuntarily. That is the
cost of my support for the zoning variance, -

Adam Johnson

. D€ RANCH/Silvereaf- 1d ago
Jason, All of the areas | mentioned are within the flood plane. | look at title reports every day and address
flood insurance questions as well, There are different classification, 100yr, 500yr, special circumstances,

-etc: Generally speaking anything at the basin of a mountain will be in a flood plane for water goes down
hill, | would think increasing the property tax base, the sales tax base would go a ong way to helping fund
those infrastructure issues. Otherwise the alternative is say California where people are leaving so fast
that even with raising sales taxes to almost 14% and personal income taxes to aimost 15% the state
snmply cannot keep up with the out .of control spendmg I do thing we need to increase property taxes for
they are’ way-too low. Bringing seniors into this particuiar market, with iarger disposable incomes will
benefit the tax bases, provide more higher eaming jobs to the local community and generally improve the
overall fiving experience of the area. Not to mention those addition tax dollars for local public.schools that
is.a nett 100% i increase for | doubt many-of those seniors will gave k-8 aged children going to local
schools. .

Jason Alexander

, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago _

Adarn, Your argument about property and retail salés taxes flies in face of the last 10 years of City
finances-and our pattems of overdevelopment. We've seen how. overdevelopment leads to uriderfunding.
We may be increasing the tax base, but we are also creating unfunded needs and strain on existing city
resources. Do you understand school funding? Outside the state and federal per-child allowance,
anything else is a bond or override voted on by the local tax payers. Whether the new residents will



support additional school funding or not...! can not say. But in and of itself this project does nothing for
schools. | also question the high paying jobs you foresee. | thought typical senior living facilities employed .
a lot of service-ievel work-along with some health care professionals. Perhaps you can quantify the
expected job and income distribution...! can not, but I'm sure its typical compared to other faciiities like it.

'From my pov, its'a very simple decision. The current proposal give too much away in zoning variances.
Don't sell Scottsdale cheap. We should NEVER give away. height, density and setbacks without,getﬁng

* something in retum. As you've said, there.is a ton of demand and'its & seller's market. And while its not -

.relevant to the-thread, but; here isthe Reata Wash Fiood control area as defined by the City. The border
is‘mostly Thompson Peak Parkway. This project is just outside the flood zone.

~_https:/Awww, scottsdaleaz gov/AssetslScoﬁsdaIeAZ/Constructlonlreatalstudy-area-map-1 2—22—201 5 jpg

Adam .Johnson
, DC RANCH/Silverieaf 1 d ago :
Grves too much away? It.gives-a small variance in height, 7ft 8 mches Thats it The the appiication.is in -
‘fact only askmg to update.the already approved master plan for this parce! which hasn't been done since’
1972. Last | checked, if this will have nursing care and memory care, nurses-are some of the highest paid
medical sector employees: other than private practitioner doctors. Those jobs. Not to mention supporting
industries.such as:food service, linen care or services, oxygen ‘supply, ete, etc. We fundamentally look at.
developmernt and advahoement in two'totally different points:of view. Let me ask this, what was the last
néw development you or anyone here supported with as much vigor as the simply not in my back yard, |
got mine everything else should be stopped? What was it? Massive regulations hurt-our overali economy.
A small variance for height on what most of us would consider S*&tty land to begin with is just what the
doctor ordered. Just think back to when the genius city council of Phoenix-thought it would be great to do
a development on leased land, City North, how FUBAR that was.. This is a small developement on 5
- acres, Well within the building and planning envelop. 1t will bring a much needed service and getting
larger every day, to the area, employs people and increase the tax base. All of those things far out weight
the variance. And even that you will only ever see when you get gas at the gas station that was also
. opposed massively back on 1999 when_ it was put it.

. Jason Alexander

, McDowell Mouniain Ranch South-1d ago
Adam thank you for describing some of the jobs that the faciiity will require. As | sald I did not know. 've
been very clear in my mostly-support of Museum Square (it needs more parking), of Southbridge Il. } have
nothing to say about the Lane's End south of the Aquatic Center, or the broject at the comer of 98th\MIMR
- they'were easy as they were within the zoning code. | have nothing to Say-about’the expansion of the
Basha's plaza, or the infill across the street — again, all within zoning. | dorit oppose this déveiop‘me"nt, nor.
ami | for it. its still in the planning phasé. Zoning code matters, and its'a seller's market. Dont sell
Scottsdale cheap. Like you said, we view development very differently But, would you of all people leave
money on the table? That is what the Crty is doing if we glve out zoning variances without gettmg enough -
benefits in returmn. - :



S

Donna Neuhauser
, McDowell Mountain Rarnich North-1d ago
Hmmm... no ambulances onsite because all residents will b ambulatory? How can that b true If it offers

assisted living n memory care sves? Thank you.

Michael Leary

. McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago _

[ want to thank the 21 folks who were able to attend the Open House meeting which went very well
yesterday and we are encog_ajaged by the questions asked and answers given. Conversely there are more
questions/comments/concems in-this thread'than | can reasonably respond‘to without generating even.

_ ‘more questions/comments/concems. Nonétheless | would like to reiterate a few items. -

The requESt.‘oonfonns to the 'City's'Gene‘ral Plan.

We are NOT askmg for any VARlANCE zonmg allows 48' and faclltty witl be somewhere around 40'
{we're still in prefiminary desngn) .

The property is NOT in a flood plain.

Our market study confirms that our ared i§ underserved and that this facility will fill only part of that
deficiency. The facility will be upscale beﬁtting Soottsdale and nearby rgsidents.

The facility wili not result.in a strain on traffic - the number of vehicular trips will be: nearly 1/2 of what an
alternative office use would generate.

I would ask-and encourage an‘yone‘int_erested in this project.to contact me directly at 480.991.1111 or
michaeipleary@cox.net so:that there can-be a meaningful discussion. As someone:suggested | will post
~ the filing of the application with the City and the URL to access our case. Please note that the-City only
posts online the namative and all the other submittal items will be in the case file accessible at the City's
Record Department 7447 E. Indian School Road. With all that said | will be dropping off this thread for
. now but | will be available anytime for a call, email or an in-person meetmg Thanks again for your

.mterest ML
{
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Michael P. Leary, LTD

A10278E Hillery Drive ' ’ - IR : cell (480) 991-1111
Scottsdale, Arizona 85255 © - ' michaelpleary@cox.net

DATE:  August 12, 2019
TO: | Neighboting Property bwnc.rs and.Interested Parties

FROM: I\I/Iike‘ Leary, Development Consultant

RE: - Senior Living at VMcI;)ow‘cll Mountam Ranch — modification to rezoning request

~ Alletter explaining the request to rezone the subject property was mailed back in late April. The rezoning
application was filed back in May and we ate hoping to be in the public heanng stage before Planning
Comnission in Scptcrnber and City Council in October. The project itself temains unchanged frorn the
pnor letter and formal application.

You are receiving this update as the app].tcauon has been modified solely to . remove the ESL
- (Environmentally Sensitive Lands) overlay district due to a City staff proposed dedication of nght— f-way
- along our east property line as described below:

Thc subject property along with two others are the only ESL-zoned parcels on the south side of
, MMRR and west of Thompson Peak Parkway as shown on the graphic below: -

The temoval of the ESL overay is a diréct result of staffs proposal to tequite 2 30° half-street
dedication along the eastern portion of the property and 30’ on the adjoining. patcel (60’ total). Staffs
lorig-held intent has been to preserve the opportunity to access the Arizona State Land Departent
(“ASLD”) orphaned property located approximately 600> south’ of MMRR should the patcel be acquired.



'

by a private developer. The ASLD parcel is access-conStrained with right-in/right-out only to Thompson
Peak Parkway. Access to MMRR does little, if any, to the practical private development of the ASLD
property. The ASLD has not had any interest from private developers to acquire the property separate
from an adjoining MMRR ‘property. -In contrast the City’s long-held intent has been to acquire the ASLD
property for the development of event patking within the adjoinih'g'WestWorld' basin. Acquisition of the
ASLD property has also been identified for inclusion in the November bond election

.+ Despite the removal of the ESL overlay, there is NO CHANGE TO OUR PROPOSED
LANDSCAPE PLAN INCLUDING UNDISTURBED NATURAL AREAS. The otiginally proposed
landscaping and presetvation of the old Rio Verde Canal remain unaltered in the hope and expectatlon that
: the City wﬂl drop the- proposed roadway to the ASLD property.
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We do not support the ASLD roadway dedication ot street improvemerts for the following
reasons: the roadway does not provide meaningful access for private development; the ddveway at MMRR
would be approximately 138’ éast of the Horseman’s Park driveway and would not meet the City’s 250°
standard separation requitement; over 18,000 sf of landscaping and undisturbed area would be eliminated
along our eastern property line and a like amount from the adjoining property including significant -
portions of the old Rio Verde Canal and undisturbed natural areas. Those lost areas creaté a technical
deficiency in the minimum NAOS required but the project still provides. an excess of Open Space requited
by the ESL standatds. Our plan is to still provide ESL NAOS easethents over the same areas previously
identified so the next effect will be no change from what was originally proposed. |

If you should have any questions, please contact me at your convenience. You thay also contact City of
Scottsdale Senior Plannet Doris McClay who is assigned to this project and can be reached at 480.312.4214

and dmcclay@ﬁcottsdaleaz gov. Our case number is 8-ZN-2019.
Thank you! ML

enclosure



‘McClay, Doris

From: ) Curtis, Tim'

Sent: . Tuesday, September 10, 2019 11:28 AM

To: Betty Janik

Cc: MichaetPLeary@cox.net; McClay, Doris

Subject: RE: COGS SUPPORTS DEVELOPER ON 8-ZN-2019 Senior Living at McDowell Mountain
Ranch

Ms. Janik,

Thankyou forthe correspondence: A pomt of clarification is‘that the proposed removal of ESL zoning overiay from the
property is part of the 8-ZN-2019 zoning case, not the 5-AB-2019 abandonment case.
Let us know if you have any questions.

Tim Curtis :

Director of Current Planning

City of Scottsdale

From Betty Jamk <cogs. scottsdale@gmall com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 9:13 AM .
To: City Manager Mailbox <citymanager@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; City Council <C|tyC0unC|l@scottsdaleaz gov>; Plannmg
Commission. <Plann|ngcommussmn@scottsdaleaz gov> -

Cc: MichaelPLeary@cox.net

Subject: COGS SUPPORTS DEVELOPER ON 8-ZN-2019 Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

.. A\External Email: Pleaseuse caution if opening links or-attachments! = = .

COGS position on 8-ZN-2019 Senior Living at McDowell - Mountain Ranch
Cases 8- ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019
September 10, 2019

TO: Mayor Lane, City Council, City M'anager, and Planning Commission

COGS supports the position of the developer that they should NOT be requlred
to provide access to the State Trust Land to the south of Case 8-ZN-2019

* That parcel can be accessed from Thompson Peak Parkway, which should be the access
to that land. This is especially true if the city intends to buy it and use it fo’r a
combination of sports fields and for additional event parking for West World.

 Access off Thompson Peak Parkway already existsto gain access to e'xisting city owned
assets, including fields; on the east side of Thompson Peak Parkway

e Access to this state land would be a natural extension of the existing access.

e The city no longer requires special access across the subject property. — ————— ——
1 p ATTACHMENT 14




- COGS does. NOT supportremoving it from the ESL overiay in Case 5-AB- 2019

To do so wotild set-a very bad precedent and the need- to remove it from the overlay goes
away when the city’s request for access to the state Iand goes;away. -
We would hope that reason would prevail and the: city will remove any requirement’ to provide
_access to the- state trust land through the subject property.and also not grant removal of the
subject property from the ESL overlay N
: ;-
Coalition of Greater Scottsdale Board of Directors
Betty Janik, President
8924 E. Plnnacle Peak Road Suite G-5 PMB 518 '
Scottsdale, AZ 85255
www.COGSAZ net

—~ ) - ' }



September 20, 2019

Paul Alessio

Chairman

Scottsdale Planning Commission
3939 Drinkwater Boulevard
Scottsdale, AZ 85251

Dear Chairman Alessio:

We are disappointed and extremely concerned at an item that has-quietly made its way
onto your agenda. It has to do with jeopardizing the City’s-and taxpayer-investments in
WestWorld with a’proposal to put residential use on a 5-acre parcel on McDowell Mountain
Ranch Road, at the east: entrance to WestWorld.

As the three signature users of WestWorld that collectively have spent tens of millions of
dollars to help drive Scottsdale tourism, we cannot understand the policy of supporting
residential uses near one of Clty s key areas of commerce. The more residential there is near
WestWorld, the more complainits there are about noise, traffic and, in the case of equestrian
* events, odor. We have evidence of that as the result of one of the City’s regrettable zoning
decisions years ago allowing a large residential development at the northem tlp of WestWorld on
Bell Road. Why would it want to repeat such a mistake now?

We are not oppOS'eéI to rezonings in the area. For example, last year another parcel on
McDowell Mountain Ranch Road was approved for a storage facility. Such a p]ace will
obviously not be.full of residents who may complain.

If this is not sufficient policy rationale to deny or delay this request — one the applicant
has not had the courtesy to-reach out to i1s about — here is another. This appears to be the first
‘private- -sector development in Scottsdale’s hlstory that would be exempt from the: cuy s ESLO

from ESL

The decision to designate plans as ESL was an important community wide effort and any
removal of property from ESL deserves extensive public input. Disturbingly, we have discovered
~ inconsistences within their formal application with the City that causes concern for us and the
neighboring communities. In their public notice to Neighboring Property Owners and Interested
Parties that was sent on April 26, 2019, the applicant states their request for a change in zoning
from R1-35 PCD ESL (Single-family Residential within a Planned Community District in
Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to C-O PC ESL (Commercial Office within a Planned
Community District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands). But within the submitted application
with the City the applicant has removed the ESL component in their rezoning request. This has
prevented a community from weighing in regarding this important policy decision to remove
‘lands from ESL. Additional community-outreach is required to adequately inform the




surrounding property owners that have abided by the current zoning requirements. At a
minimum, the applicant should be required to re-notice their case to inform the public of this
dramatic precedent-setting request. Please delay your decision to allow this to occur.

We ask this application be denied for the foregoing reasons, or, at a minimum, to be
postponed so both we and the City can properly evaluate a proposal that has far more
implications than what n conveyed to you to date.

Sincerely,

Craig Jackson
CEOQ, Barrett-Jacksof Auction Company

Taryl OF
Scotisdglg’ Arabian Morse Show

J}/'}!. /-.//’7 //J"*

Doag Huls 7
Scotisdale Quarterhorse Show

cc:  Mayor Jim Lane, jlane@ scottsdaleaz. gov
Vice Mayor Linda Milhaven, Imilhaven@scot eaz.gov
Councilwoman Suzanne Klapp, sklapp@scottsdaleaz.gov

Councilwoman Virginia Korte, vkorte@scottsdaleaz. gov
Councilwoman Kathy Littlefield, klittlefield@scottsdaleaz.gov
Councilman Guy Phillips, gphillips@scottsdaleaz.gov
Councilwoman Solange Whitehead, SWhitehead@Scottsdaleaz.gov
City Manager Jim Thompson, J Thompson@scottsdaleaz.gov
Planning Director Randy Grant, rgrant@ScottsdaleAZ.gov

Planning Commission Vice Chair Prescott Smith
Commissioner Kevin Bollinger

Commissioner Ali Fakih

Commissioner Renee Higgs

Commissioner Larry Kush

Commissioner Christian Serena



McCIaz, Doris

From: Ruenger, Jeffrey

Sent: Friday, September 27, 2019 2:43 PM

To: McClay, Doris; Acevedo, Alex

Subject: FW: Concern for Housing Project at Thompson Peak and McDowell Mountain Ranch
Attachments: Westworld_5_AB_2019.pdf

From: Jason Alexander <jason.alexander.az@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, September 23, 2019 11:59 PM

To: Planning Commission <Planningcommission@scottsdaleaz.gov>; City Council <CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: Concern for Housing Project at Thompson Peak and McDowell Mountain Ranch

A\ External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
| recently learned that the proposed housing project at the corner of Thompson Peak Parkway and McDowell Mtn
Ranch Road wants to waive their Environmentally Sensitive Lands Overlay designation. This is new information,
that was not part of their April open house. The request changed in their actual application to the City. I've read
this will be the first private development in Scottsdale to be exempt from the ESLO designation? This is very bad
policy. And as a neighbor, it pierces the buffer zones that make living adjacent to Westworld surprisingly low-
impact on the residents. | expressed concerns months ago to the Developers via Nextdoor about added height,
not adding additional walkways to support expected pedestrian traffic, a residential area on a bad curve. | know
that street extremely well as a nearby driver, dog-runner and cyclist. When Westworld is busy, that road is a chore
for the few residents living along it. Its not a good mix of uses having a residential project so close to a tourism hub.
Residents will chafe at the sports field and truck parking down in the drainage basin, and the Westworld trailhead which
frequently produces a lot of dust clouds from the horse tracks.
The attached letter from some of the marquee Westworld users is spot-on. Some will howl this favors Jackson and
the Tourism community. The alternative is a developer who wants height, density, lighting and use exemptions
that don't work for the neighbors on each side - residents and Westworld. And sets an unacceptable precedent. A
General Plan would solve questions like this, and | hope we work towards it after the bond election in November.

Thank you.
Jason Alexander



McCIaz, Doris

From: Ruenger, Jeffrey

Sent: Friday, September 27, 2019 2:43 PM

To: McClay, Doris; Acevedo, Alex

Subject: FW: ESLO change to MMR senior living facility

From: John Dietel <jpd480@cox.net>

Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2019 5:33 PM

To: Planning Commission <Planningcommission@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Cc: City Council <CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Subject: ESLO change to MMR senior living facility

A\ External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
| recently learned that the owner/developer of this proposed facility in MMR is trying to sneak in a change at the last
minute allowing a waiver of ESLO requirements. | would imagine this is to solely save money on their end and
unfortunately most likely reflects how they will treat residents too. | am sick and tired of wealthy people trying to
subvert the rules and government tacitly allowing it. You should hold yourselves and those who want to live inrdo
business in the city accountable and do the right thing which seems to be just lip service these days. As a MMR resident,
this is probably something that won’t affect me directly, but that doesn’t mean it isn’t right, and voter apathy isn’t right
either, which is why | took the time to write you this message and hope you hold them accountable to their original
plans that were shared with the local community in good faith. '

Regards,

John Dietel



McCIaz, Doris S ' '
- o
From: Castro, Lorraine
Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2019 10:05 AM
To: . McClay, Doris
Subject: FW:; Plannmg Commlssmn Public Comment (response #149)

From: Planning Commission <Planningcommission@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2019 9:39 AM

To: Castro, Lorraine <Lcastro@scottsda ieaz.gov>

Subject: Planning Commission Public Comment (response #149)

Planning Comm‘ission Public Comment (response #149)

Survey Informatlon
I LR » "Slte; .ScottsdaleAZ goV e I a e s
L e P'ag'é.Tiiie: ‘Plannlng Commlsswn Publlc Comment R E
'U.RL;" 'httgs l/www_ saoﬂsdaleaz govlboardslglannmg-commlssmnlgubllc- I A e
S _comment L . - L '
Sl Submlssmn Timéfbates' 35/2_5‘_/2'0_1‘_9-9&38323 AM, e T e '

What agenda |tem are you-
commenting on? -

COMMENT . . .~ .l

5 Yo : v -~

vy -

| am concerned about a project coming to light at.the
east-entrance to WestWord, referring to the.request to
build a 5-acre residential development there.
WestWorld i$ too valuable of an asset to our tourism
industry and as a revenue stream for the city to allow
Comment: ] residential encroachment that might threaten its
effectiveness. | hope you will continue to recognize the
importance of WestWorld as you consider this request.
And ultimately, | hope you will deny it. Thanks for your
cons'id‘er'ation. With respect, Don Henninger Executive
director, SCOTT

- - - - —_——— - - ———— N - - - - -
(O — AT AT T Tk R - 4
- L. R - . LN -



" Comments are limited to 8,000 characters and may be cut and pasted from another source. | .
| PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR NAME! ., ~ivi v
First & Last Name: . _ Don Henninger
AND ONE OR MORE OF THE:FOLLOWING ITEMS: © - -, | N
Email: donh@' scottsdale com
Phone: (480) 650-2025
Address: 8202 E. Del Camino Dr., Scottsdale, 85258
Example: 3939 N. Drinkwater. Bivd, Scottsdale 85251
) f
. ;
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Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch
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Ttems 445

Community & Economic Development Division
C”Y OF Planning and Development Services

SCOTTSDALE | 7447 st indian school Road, suite 105

Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

To: Planning Commissioners

From: Doris McClay, Senior Planner W

Through: Tim Curtis, Current Planning Director<z-‘—"

Date: September 23, 2019

Re: Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch (8-ZN-2019) Stipulations

Attached are revised stipulations based on discussions with the applicant and staff.

ATTACHMENT: Revised Stipulations



Case 8-ZN-2019

Stipulations for the Zoning Application:
Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch
Case Number: 8-ZN-2019

These stipulations are in order to protect the public health, safety, welfare, and the City of Scottsdale.
CHANGES MADE ARE SHOWN IN STRIKE-THRU AND/OR BOLD CAPITAL LETTERS

SITE DESIGN

1.

10.

PROTECTION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Any development on the property is subject to the
requirements of Scottsdale Revised Code, Chapter 46, Article VI, Protection of Archaeological
Resources, Section 46-134 - Discoveries of archaeological resources during construction.

CONFORMANCE TO CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN. Development shall conform with the
conceptual Development plan submitted by Ryan A+E, Inc. and with the city staff date of
8/14/19, attached as Exhibit A to Resolution No. 11603. Any proposed significant change to the
conceptual site plan, as determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall be subject to

additional action and public hearings before the Planning Commission and City Council.

BUILDING HEIGHT LIMITATIONS. No building on the site shall exceed 48 feet in height, measured
from existing natural grade.

LAND ASSEMBLAGE. Land assemblage shall be a pre-requisite of any permit issuance.

OPEN SPACE AND NATURAL AREA OPEN SPACE. Required Open Space shall be a minimum of 53,296
square feet with a minimum of 22,000 21,500 square feet as dedicated Natural Area Open Space
(NAOS).

ALTERATIONS TO NATURAL WATERCOURSES. Any proposed alteration to the natural state of
watercourses with a peak flow rate of 750 cfs or less based on the 100 year — 2 hour rain event shall
be subject to Development Review Board approval.

OUTDOOR LIGHTING. The maximum height of any outdoor lighting source, except any light sources
for patios and/or balconies, shall be 16 feet above the adjacent finished grade.

OUTDOOR LIGHTING FOR PATIOS AND BALCONIES. Light sources that are utilized to illuminate
patios and/or balconies that are above 16 feet shall be subject to the approval of the Development
Review Board.

ACCESS RESTRICTIONS. Access to the development project shall conform to the following

restrictions:

a. There shall be a maximum of one site driveway(s) access location(s) to E McDowell Mountain
Ranch Road.

b. The driveway access location to E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road shall line up with the
easternmost driveway from Graythorn Development to the north; APN 217-16-940.

PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIVITY. Prior to issuance of any permit, the owner shall provide six (6) foot
sidewalk accessible pedestrian route from the main entry of the development to E. McDowell
Mountain Ranch Road.

Version 7- 17
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Case 8-ZN-2019

DEDICATIONS

12. PUBLIC NON-MOTORIZED ACCESS EASEMENT. Prior to issuance of any permit, the owner shall
dedicate a minimum five (5) foot-wide Public Non-Motorized Access Easement to the City of
Scottsdale adjacent to E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road.

~ 13. MULTI-USE TRAIL EASEMENT. Prior to issuance of any permit, the owner shall dedicate minimum
twenty (20) foot wide Public_Non—Moto.rizedAccess Easement to the City of Scottsdale to contain
the multi-use trail along the Verde.Canal to be constructed in accordance with the infrastructure

requirements below. )

14. DESERT SCENIC ROADWAY SETBACKS LOCATION, EASEMENT, AND IM_PROVEMENTS. Prior to
“issuance of any permit for the development project, the owner shall dedicate a minimum 20- foot
wide and average 45-foot continuous Scenic Corridor Easement to across the lot along the E.
McDowell Mountain Ranch Road front. The width of the Scenic Corridor Easement shall be
measured from the right-of-way. Unless othérwise approved by the Development Review Board, the
area within the Scenic Corridor Easement shall be left in a natural condition.

15. AVIGATION EASEMENT. Prior to the issuance of any permit, the owner shall dedicate an Avigation
Easement, in a form acceptable to the City Attorney, or designee.

INFRASTRUCTURE

16. CONSTRUCTION COMPLETED. Priorto issuance of any Certlfcate of Occupancy or Certification of
Shell Building, whicheveris first; for the development project; the owner shall complete all the
infrastructure and improvements required by the Scottsdale Revised Code and these stipulations.

17. STANDARDS OF IMPROVEMENTS. All improvements {curb, gutter, sidewalk, curb ramps, dfivewa_ys,
pavement, concrete, water, wastewater, etc'_.) shall be constructed in accordance with the applicable
City of Scottsdale Supplements to the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) Uniform
Standard Specifications and Details for Public Works Construction, Maricopa Association of
Governments {MAG) Uniform Standard Specifications and Details for Public Works Construction; the
Design Standards a'nd Policies Manual (DSPM), and all other’applicable city codes and policies.

18. CIRCULATION IMPROVEMENTS. Prior to any permit issuance for the development project, the
owner shall submit and obtain approval of construction documents to construct the following
improvements:

a. EMCDOWELL MOUNTAIN RANCH ROAD. Full half street major Collector cross-section along site
frontage including two vehicular travel lanes, bike lane, center two-way left turn lane, curb,
gutter and an eight (8) foot curb separated sidewalk, which may be brought to back of curb at.
locations of conflict with existing headwall locations:or other such permanent.structures.

Version 7- 17
Page 2 of 3



Case 8-ZN-2019

20.

21.

22.

23.
24.

v * accordance’ with the Design Standards: and Policies Manual.

Version 7- 17

WATER AND WASTEWATER IMPROVEMENTS: The owner shall provide all water and wastewater
infrastructure improvements, including any new service lines, connection, flre -hydrants, and
manholes; necessary to serve the development.

FIRE: HYDRANT ‘The owner shall prowde fire hydrant(s) and related water infrastructure adjacent to
lot, in the locations determlned by the Fire Department Chief, or: deS|gnee

~ REPORTSAND. STUDIES

MASTER DRAINAGE PLAN. As stated in the preliminary dramage réport, the development siteiis
currently impacted by sngnlflcant offsite flows and floodplain originating:at-the north tefmination of
the Rio Verde Canal located rieaf the, northeast corner of the site: As such, the feasibility of the
proposed drainage plah and site layout for thé'proposed development is dependent upon the .
appioval and impléementation.of the:improvements as set forth'in the proposed master-drainage
plan for this pafcel and the two parcels to the &ast that'will remove this off-site flow and floodplaln
affecting the, development site. -As.a result, the approval of the developmerit review case forthe
proposed development will-be contingent'upon the submission and. approval of'the drainage master
plan and the satisfactory completaon of‘the stipulations contained in the master dralnage plan.
While:the drainage mastérplan is'yet tobe formally submitted to the- Clty for review-and approval,
thé master plan will ieed'to address the following issues which will be stipulations to:the drainage
upla'nS'appriovaI= : '

a: The Anzona State tand Department (ASLD) must approve the lmpacts to their parcel relatmg to
“the master.plan ' .

b: ,Westworld must- approve dramage related impacts-to its facilities in general including the
existing mairitenance: facullty crossmg of ‘the remnant wash mcludlng mltlgatlon of adverse:
impacts to the same..

BASIS OF DESIGN REPORT‘(W‘ATER’) With the ’D‘evelo’pmentiRevievv Board subniittal, the owner shall

‘submit a Final Basis of Design Report for Water for the development project in accordance Wlth the

Design Standards and Policies Manual.

BASIS OF DES!GN REPORT (WASTEWATER) With the Development Revnew Board submittal, the
owner shall submit a Final Basis of Design-Report for'Wastewater for the- development pro;ect in
FAA DETERMINATION. With the Development Review Board Applncatlon the ownershalil submit a
copy ofithe. FAA Determination. letter on the FAA FORM 7460-1 for any proposed structures and/or
appurtenances that; penetrate the 100:1 slope. The elevation of the highest point.of those
structures, including the appurtenances, must. be detailed in the FAA form 7460-1 submlttal

Page 3'of 3



Meeting Date: - September.25, 2019

General Plan Element: Land Use A
General Plan Goal: Create.a sense of community through land uses
_ ACTION

Senior: Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch
8-ZN-2019 & 5-AB-2019

. Request to consider the following:

1. Arecommendation to City Council regarding a request by owner for a Zoning District Map

' Amendment from Single-family Residential, Planned Community District, Environmentally
Sensitive Lands (R1-35 PCD ESL) to Commercial Office; Planned Community District (C-O PCD)
-and Development Plan amendment on a +/- S-acre site located at 9875 E. McDowell Mountam
Ranch Road (217-14- 037A and 217-14-038A).

2. Arecommendation to City Council regarding a request by owner to abandon the thirty-three
(33) foot General Land Office Patent Easernent (GLOPE) on the east side of parcel 217-14-037A,
~ the thirty-three (33) foot General Land’Office Patent Easement on the west side and the thirty-
three (33) foot General Land ‘Office Patent: Easement on the south side:on parcel 217-14-038A
on the south side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road east of 98th Street (9875 & 9909 E..
McDowell Mountain Ranch Road)

Goal/ Purpose of Request

The applicant’s request is to rezone to a commercial district that allows a Residential healthcare
facility, rezone out of the Environmentally Sensitive Lands Overlay and to abandon some of the

General Land Office Patent Easement (GLOPE) on the subject -
properties.

Key Items for Consideration

e Conformance with General Plan

~ e ESLOverlay removal

e Access to the property and adjacent properties is not impacted
by proposed abandonment » '

OWNER

Winstar Pro. ‘
* (602) 525-2469

. Action Taken




Planning Commission Report | Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

- APPLICANT CONTACT

Michael Leary
480-991-1111

LOCATION

- 9875 E McDowell Mountain Ranch Rd. and 9909 E. McDoweII Mountam Ranch Rd. (217- 14-037A
and 217-14-038A) :

BACKGROUND_

General Plan . : B
The General Plan Land Use Element de5|gnates the property as Office. This category mciudes a
variety of'office uses. This category provides strict development and landscaping requlrements to
ensure adjacent residential uses are protected. The proposed rezoning to Commerual Oﬁ"ce (C-0)
typlcally conforms with the Office de5|gnat|on

Zomng

The site is zoned Single-family Residential, i?lan_ned Community District, Environmentally Sensitive
Lands (Ri 35 PCD.ESL). The Single-family zoning district(s) allow(s) for single family homes,
recreatlonal religious and educational facilities. The subject properties were annexed in 1972
(Ordlnance 645), rezoned from the County R1-35 to the Single-family’ zonlng «district (R1-35) under
case 22-7-72: In 1991, the Envuronmentally Sensitive Lands.Overlay (ESL) rezoning was approved
and mcluded these properties. The subject properties were included in the Horseman'’s Park
Planned Community District in 2001 (33-ZN- 2000).

Context = - ’ ; :
The subject propertles are located at 9875 and 9909 E. McDowell Mountain, Ranch Road. Please’
refer. to context graphics attached.

Adjacent Uses and Zoning
e North: E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road, Horseman’s Park:subdivision zonéd Single-family
’ Residential, Planned Community District, EnVironmental!y Sensitive Lands (R1-5 PCD
ESL) and Graythorn Condominium development zoned Service R-ésidential Planned
Community District, Environmentally Sensitive Lands (S-R PCD ESL)

s South: Westworld zoned Western Theme Park (WP) and Arizona State Lands zoned Smgle-
. ~ family, Enwronmentally Sensitive Lands (R1-35 ESL) :
‘e East: ' Vacant land zoned Single-family Residential, Planned Communlty District,
' Envuronmentally Sensitive Lands (R1-35 PCD ESL).

e West: Westworld zoned Western Theme Park (WP)

Page 2 of 7



Planning Commission Report | Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

General Land Office Patent Easements (geheral inforiation)
e Within the City of Scottsdale there are General Land Office (GLO) lots or parcels of various sizes
- created by the Federal Small Tract Act. This act was passed in 1938 and repealed in 1976.
s Most GLO lots were patented with 33-foot (or sometimes 50 foot) roadway and public utility .
easements typically “as near as practicable to the exterior boundar’ie's " ’

e The city has viewed these patent roadway and utility easements as assured access at least until
a local circulation plan is established. '

e. As GLO lots come in for development (i.e., lot splits, subdivisions or requesting building permits)
staff requires city right-of-way dedications per city circulation plans. The city’s transportation
plan establishes a street system to replace the grld pattern.created by the GLO easements.

o Any patent easements.in excess of the current requirements to the circulation plans (including
trails), roadway standards and not required to insure access to any other lot, may be requested
to be abandoned. ‘ :

e On 1981, City Ordinance 1386 was adopted delegating the authority for the release of GLO,
easements to the Engineering Services Director.

- & On March 2, 1999, the City Council repealed Ordinance 1386 and adopted Ordinance 3219

‘ which requires the abandonment of the GLO patent roadway easements to go through the same
_public hearing process currently used for all rights-of-way; alleys, and roadway easements. The
City Attorney’s office has concluded that this process for consideration of GLO roadway
abandonment satisfies legal requirements. o

e On August 12, 2005, Arizona Revised Statute-section 9-500.4 became effective. This section
gives the local municipality the right to abandon GLO patent easements, and concurs with the
city’s position on abandonment of GLO patent easements.

Subject GLOs

The subject 33-foot General Land Office Patent Easement(s) (GLO) located along the western,
eastern'and southern boundaries of 9875 & 9909 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road were
dedicated in May and July 1954 through patent serial number(s) 1144421 and 1145658. The subject
GLO roadway easements were reserved on the original patent deed to assure legal access:
Currently the GLO easements are unimproved.

Other Related Policies, References:
Scottsdale General Plan 2001, as-amended
Scenic Roadway Designations (1-GP-2004)
Scenic Corridor Design Guidelines (7-DR-2003)
Zoning Ordinance

Local Area Infrastructure Plan (LAIP)
Transportation Master Plan

APPLICANTS PROPOSAL

Development Information
The development proposal is to rezone for a Residential healthcare facility.

Page 3 of 7



Planning Commission Report | Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

. Exiéting Use: vacant ,
e Proposed Use: Residential healthcare facility _
e Buildings/Description: '. Senior Living facility with minimal and specialized residential
- . healthcare
» Parcel .Size:. o o Gross 5.658 acres (246,476 square feet)
. Net 5.097 acres (222,068 square feef) '
¢ Building Height Allowed: 48 feet'and 32 feet within 100 feet of a R1 District
¢ Building Height Proposed: 46 feet |
» Parking Required: 197 spaces .
e Parking Provided: . 119 spaces (requesting a 40% parking reduction)
e Open Space‘Req'uired:_ - 53,296 square feet ‘ o -
» Open Space Provided: 85,222 square feet

s Residential Healthcare Allowed: Specialized 80 beds per gross acre: 32 beds -
' ‘ Minimal 40 units per gross acre: 210 units
* Residential Healthcare Proposed: 29 beds for specialized

139 units for minimal

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Land Use .

The prop,o,sed'z_oning designation of Commyercial Office, Planned Community District (C-O PCD) will
permit a residential healthcare facility and other commercial office uses that are not permitted in
the existing Single-family zoning district. The Commercial Office zoning district is compatible with

" the General Plan Office land use designation. The subject property is located on the edge of the
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Overlay which was established based on property: ‘boundaries not
environmental features. :

Airport Vicinity

" The subject property is located within the Airport’s AC-1 Influence area. Commiercial uses and
residential healthcare facilities are allowed, but a FAA determination on the structures and

" avigation easement are required. :

Transportation/Trails :

The proposed residential healthcare facility useis anticipated to generate 340 daily vehicle trips

-compared to the existing single-family zoning which is antlapated. at 58 daily vehicle trips based on

" 6 dwelling units. The existing roadway network is designed to accom modate such traffic. Parking for
the proposed site requires 197 spaces, 119 spaces are provided. The applicant is requesting a
parking feduction for the proposed use from City Council based on their submitted parking study
whieh concludes thatthe residential healthcare use generates the need for fewer parking spaces
than the Zoning Ordinance requires. .

| Page 4 of 7.



Planning Commission Report '| Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ra‘n‘ch

~ The eastern GLO on parcel 217-14-038A will remain. This GLO provides access to the southern
" property from E. McDoweII Mountain Ranch Road.

Water/Sewer

The developer is responsible for constructmg new water and sewer service to serve the site, and -
there are not.antlcupated impacts..

Public Safety :

The nearest fire station is Iocated at 16701 N 100t Street, approximately one mile from the site. The
subject site is served by Police District 4, Beat 18. The proposed development is not anticipated to
have a negative impact on public.safety services.

Public Utilities

The publi¢ utilities have been. notified of the applicant’s request. The utility companies have
_ indicated that there are no conflicts with. the proposed abandonment and support the

- abandonment. :

Open Space : :

The proposed development will be prowdmg 85, 222 square feet of Open Space (38% of site). The
applicant is requesting to remove the. Enwronmentally Sensitive Lands Overlay on the subject
properties but will preserve portions of the historic Rio Verde Canal area by dedicatingthis area as
Natural Area Open Space (NAOS). The applicant’s request for removal of the ESL Overlay is based on
the subject propérties being located on the edge of'the ESL Overlay and the eastern GLO to remain
as an access which causes difficulty in meeting the required amount of NAOS.

The General Plan Land Use Element (Goal 3, bullet 1; Goal 7, bullet 2) intends to ensure that
neighborhood edges:transition to one another by considering appropriate land uses and _
development patterns: Furthermore, the Open Space Element (Goal 1,’bullets 1, 10, 11, 14, 15, 17
20, and 22) seeks to protect and improve the quality of Scottsdale’s natural and urban
environments as defined in the quality and quantity of its open spaces. To that end, the Community .
Mobility Element,{Goal 7, bullet i) states that scenic corridors should be sensitively integrated, and
that the integrity of this setback is preserved. More specifically, Case 1-GP-2004 identified .
McDowell Mountain Ranch Road as a.Desert Scenic Roadway Designation within the 2001 General
Plan. Desert Scenic Roadways are the one mile"and half mile roads within the. E__nvironmentélly
Sensitive Lands Overlaythat aré not already designated as-a Scenic Corridor or Buffered Roadway.
Consequently, staff is recommending a stipulation for the applicant to.provide a 20" minimurn, 45’
average Desert Scenic Corridor easement along McDowell Mountain Ranch Road, which aligns with
both General Plan pollcy as-well as recernit approvals (23-ZN-2018 and 21-ZN-20044#2) within the -
context area.

Commumty Involvement ‘

The -applicant mailed notification letters with the open house information'to property owners within
750-feet of the subject site and a Project Under .Consideration sign was posted on the site on April
27, 2019. The Open House meeting was heid May 7, 2019 at McDowell Center locatéed at 16116 N.
McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. The applicant’s public outreach report is attached to this report.
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Planning Commission Report | Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

City staff mailed postcards to property owners within 750-feet of the subject site and interested
parties when the ¢ase was submitted and a second postcard notifying them of the Planning
Commission hearing date, time and location. Staff has received correspondence on t:hi’s‘ case
(Attachment #13).

The applicant has posted a sign on the subject property with the hearing date, time and location.

Policy lm'plicétions ‘ _
Removal of the ESL Overlay from the subject properties could set a precedent for other properties
requesting rezoning out of the ESL Overlay, however few other properties have the unique

~ circumstances that this property has relative to the original placem:ent of the ESL Overlay. The
applicant cites the difficulty of meeting the' NAOS requirements with the eastern GLO to remain (as
NAOS is typically not allowed within easements that could be disturbed in the future), however the
building footprint could be revised to accommodate the required NAOS.

The only othér rezoning case which rezoned out of the ESL Overlay was the Scottsdale Water
Campus (12-ZN-2011). The Water Campus was also located on the edge of the ESL Overlay aréa and
the existing NAOS areas were proposed as.solar power farms and other energy generating facilities.
The Water Campus proposal was consistent with Section 6.1011.D of the ESL Ordinance that states
that the ESL designation shall “minimize the public cost of providing public-services and facilities.”

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Recommended Approach:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission determine that the proposed zoning district rhap
- amendment and Development Plan amend'merjt are consistent and conform with the adopted
General Plan and make a recommendation to City Council for approval per the attached
stipulations. ' '

RESPONSIBLE DEPARTMENT(S)

- Planning and Development Services
Current Planning Services

'STAFF CONTACT(S)

Doris McClay -

" Senior Planner

480-312-4214

E-mail* dmcclay@ScottsdaleAZ.gov
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Planning Commission Report | Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

APPROVED BY

ooy Pue, /e /is

Doris McClay, Report Author Date '
7/ 1 cofeorq

Tim Curtis, AMP, Current Planning Director Date

tcurtis@scottsdaleaz.gov

Al

Date

ATTACHMENTS

1. Context Aerial
1A. Aerial Close-Up
2. Context Aerial for Abandonment
3. Aerial Close-up for Abandonment
4. Stipulations

Exhibit A to Attachment 4: Development Plan
5. Additional Information
6. Applicant’s Narrative
7. General Plan Land Use Map
8. Zoning Map
9. GLOPE Recorded Documents
10. Abandonment legal and graphic
11. Traffic Impact Analysis Summary
12. Citizen Involvement
13. Correspondence
14. City Notification Map
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Case 8-ZN-2019

Stipulations for the Zoning Application:
Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch
Case Number: 8-ZN-2019

These stipulations are in order to protect the public health, safety, welfare, and the City of Scottsdale.

SITE DESIGN

1

10.

PROTECTION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Any development on the property is subject to the
requirements of Scottsdale Revised Code, Chapter 46, Article VI, Protection of Archaeological
Resources, Section 46-134 - Discoveries of archaeological resources during construction.

CONFORMANCE TO CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN. Development shall conform with the
conceptual Development plan submitted by Ryan A+E, Inc. and with the city staff date of

8/14/19, attached as Exhibit A to Exhibit 1. Any proposed significant change to the conceptual site
plan, as determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall be subject to additional action and public
hearings before the Planning Commission and City Council.

BUILDING HEIGHT LIMITATIONS. No building on the site shall exceed 48 feet in height, measured
from existing natural grade.

LAND ASSEMBLAGE. Land assemblage shall be a pre-requisite of any permit issuance.

OPEN SPACE AND NATURAL AREA OPEN SPACE. Required Open Space shall be a minimum of 53,296
square feet with a minimum of 22,000 square feet as dedicated Natural Area Open Space (NAOS).

ALTERATIONS TO NATURAL WATERCOURSES. Any proposed alteration to the natural state of
watercourses with a peak flow rate of 750 cfs or less based on the 100 year — 2 hour rain event shall
be subject to Development Review Board approval.

OUTDOOR LIGHTING. The maximum height of any outdoor lighting source, except any light sources
for patios and/or balconies, shall be 16 feet above the adjacent finished grade.

OUTDOOR LIGHTING FOR PATIOS AND BALCONIES. Light sources that are utilized to illuminate
patios and/or balconies that are above 16 feet shall be subject to the approval of the Development
Review Board.

ACCESS RESTRICTIONS. Access to the development project shall conform to the following

restrictions:

a. There shall be a maximum of one site driveway(s) access location(s) to E McDowell Mountain
Ranch Road.

b. The driveway access location to E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road shall line up with the
easternmost driveway from Graythorn Development to the north; APN 217-16-940.

PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIVITY. Prior to issuance of any permit, the owner shall provide six (6) foot
sidewalk accessible pedestrian route from the main entry of the development to E. McDowell
Mountain Ranch Road.

SRS ATTACHMENT 4
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Case-8-ZN-2019

DEDICAT[ONS

11. RIGHT-OF-WAY DEDICATIONS. Prror to any permit issuance for the development project, the owner
shall make the following fee simple right-of:way dedications to-the City of Scottsdale;

a. N 99T”?.S"I,".' Thirty (30) foot dedication; for a total thirty (30) foot wide west half-right-of-way
" width; along project’s eastern property line.

12. PUBLIC NON-MOTORIZED ACCESS EASEMENT. Prior to issuance of any permit; the owner shall
“dedicate a minimum five (S) foot-wide Public Non-Motorized Access Easement to the City of
Scottsdale adjacent to E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road.

13. MULTI-USE TRAIL EASEMENT. Prior to issuance of any permit, the owner shall dedicate minimum
twenty (20) foot wide Public Non-Motorized Access Easement to the City of Scattsdale to coritain,
the multi-use trail along:the Verde Canal to be constructed in accordance with the infrastructure’
'reqwrements below..

14. DESERT.SCENIC ROADWAY SETBACKS LOCATION, EASEMENT, AND IMPROVEMENTS. Priorto
issuance of any permit for the development project, the owner shall dedicate a minimum 20- foot
wide and average 45-foot continuous Scenic Corridor Easement to across the lot-along'the E.
McDowell Mountain'Ra nch Road front.. The width of the Scenic Corridor Easemeént.shall be.
measured from the right:of-way. Unless otherwise approved by the Development Review Board, the
area within the Scehic Corridor Easement shall be-left in a natural condition.

15. AVIGATION EASEMENT. Prior to'the issuance of any'permit, the owner shall dedicate an Avigation'
Easement, in a form acceptable-to the City Attorney, or designee.

INFRASTRUCTURE

16. CONSTRUCTION COMPLETED. Prior to issuance of any Certlflcate of Occupancy or Certification of
Shell Building, whichever is first, for the development project, the owner shall complete all the
ihfrastructu”rq and im provements required by the Scottsdale Révised Code and these stipulations.

17. STANDARDS OF IMPROVEMENTS. All improvements (curb, gutter, sidewalk, curb.ramps, driveways,
pavement, concrete, water, wastewater, etc.) shall be constructed in accordance with the applicable
City of Scottsdale Supplements to the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) Uniform
Standard Specifications and Details for Public Works Construction, Maricopa Association of
Governments (MAG) Uniform Standard Specifications and Details-for Public Works Construction; the
Design Standards and Policies Manual (DSPM); and all other applicable city codes and policies.

18. CIRCULATION IMPROVEMENTS. Prior to any permitissuance forthe develoo‘ment project, the
_owner shall submitand obtain approval of construction documents to construct the'followmg
improvements: :

a. E'MCDOWELL MOUNTAIN RANGH ROAD.. Full half street major Collector cross-section along site
‘ frontage including two vehicular travel lanes, bike lane, center two-way left turn lane, curb,
gutter-and an &ight (8) foot curb separated sidewalk, which may be brought to back of curb at
Jlocations.of conflict with existing headwall locations or other such-permanent striictures.

19. MULTI-USE TRAIL IMPROVEMENTS. Prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy for the
development project, the owner shall construct a minimum ten (10) foot wide multi-use trail along
Verde Canal. Thertrail shall be designed in confermance with the Design Standards and Policies:
Manual. -

version7-17 T “—Z] '
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Case 8-ZN-2019

DEDICATIONS

11.

12.

13

14,

15.

RIGHT-OF-WAY DEDICATIONS. Prior to any permit issuance for the development project, the owner
shall make the following fee simple right-of-way dedications to the City of Scottsdale:

a. N99™ST. Thirty (30) foot dedication, for a tetal thirty (30) foot wide west half-right-of-way
width; along project’s eastern property line.

PUBLIC NON-MOTORIZED ACCESS FASEMENT. Prior to issuance of any permit, the owner shall .
dedicate a minimum five (5) foot-wide Public.Non-Motorized Access Easement to the City of
Scottsdale adjacent to E. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. -

MULTI-USE TRAIL EASEMENT. Prior to issuance of any permit, the owner shall dedicate minimum
twenty (20) foot wide Public Non-Motorized Access Easement to the City of Scottsdale to contain
the multi-use trail along the Verde Canal to be constructed in-accordance with the infrastructure
requirements below.

DESERT SCENIC ROADWAY SETBACKS LOCATION, EASEMENT, AND IMPROVEMENTS. Prior to
issuance of any permit for the development project, the owner shall dedicate a minimum 20- foot
wide and average 45-foot continuous'Scen_ic Corridor Easement to across the lot along the E.
‘McDowell Mountain Ranch Road front. The width of the Scenic Corridor Easement shall be
measured from the right-of-way. Unless otherwise .approved by the Development Review Board; the
area within the.Scenic Corridor Easement shall be left'in a natural condition.

AVIGATION EASEMENT. Priorto the issuance of-any permit, the owner shall dedicate an Avigation
Easement, in a form acceptable to'the City Attorney, or-designee.

INFRASTRUCTURE

16

17.

18.

. CONSTRUCTION COMPLETED. Prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy or Certification of

Sheli Building, whichever is first, for the development project, the owner shall complete all the
infrastructure and improvements required by the Scottsdale Revised Code and these stipulations,

STANDARDS OF IMPROVEMENTS. ‘Ail improvements (curb, gutter, sidewalk, curb.ramps, driveways,
pavement, concrete, water, wastewater, etc.) shall be constructed in-accordance with the applicable -
City of Scottsdale Supplements to the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) Uniform
Standard Specifications and Details for Public Works Construction, Maricopa Association of
Governments (MAG) Uniform Standard Specifications and Details for Public Works Construction, the
Design Standards and Policies Manual {DSPM), and all other applicable city codes and policies.

CIRCULATION IMPROVEMENTS. Priorto any‘permit issuance for the development project, the
owner shall submit.and obtain approval of construction documents to construct the followmg
improvements: :

~a. EMCDOWELL MOUNTAIN RANCH ROAD. Full half street major Collector cross-section along site

19.

frontage including two vehicular travel lanes, bike lane, center two-way left turn lane, curb,
gutter and an eight (8) foot curb separated sidewalk, which may be brought te back of curb at
locations of:conflict with existing headwall locations or other such permanent structures.

MULTI-USE TRAIL IMPROVEMENTS. Prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy for the
development project, the owner shall construct a minimum ten (10) foot-wide multi-use trail along
Verde Canal. The trail shall be designed in conformance with the Design Standards and Policies
Manual. ‘

Version 7- 17
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Case 8-ZN-2019

20.

21.

WATER AND WASTEWATER IMPROVEMENTS. The owner shall provide all water and wastewater
infrastructure improvements, including any new service lines, connection; fire-hydrants, and
manholes, nécessary to serve the deveiopment.

FIRE HYDRANT. The owner shall provide fire h.ydr"ant(s') and related water infrastructure adjacent to
lot,‘in the I0cationsdeterni_ined by the Fire Department Chief, or designee.

REPORTS AND STUD[ES

22.

23.

24.

MASTER DRAINAGE PLAN. As stated in the prellmlnary drainage report, the development site is
currently impacted by significant offsite flows and floodplain originating at the north termination of
the Rio Verde Canal located near the northeast corner of the site. As such, the' feasibility of the
proposed drainage plan and site layout for the proposed development is dependent upon the
approval and implementation of the improvements as set forth in the proposed master drainage
plan for this parcel.and the two parcels to the east that will remove this off-site flow and floodplain
affecting the development site. Asa result, the approval of'the development review case for the
proposed development will be contingent upon the submission and approval of the drainage master
plan and the. satlsfactory completion of the stipulations contained-in the master dralnage plan.
While the drainage master plan is yét to be formally submitted to the City for review and approval,
the master-plan will need to address the followung issues which waII be stlpulatlons to the drainage

‘plans approval:

a. The Arizona State Land Department (ASLD) must approve the impacts to their parcel relating to
. the master plan.

b. Westworld must approve drainage-related impacts to its facilities in general including the

existing maintenance facility crossmg of the remnant wash including mitigation of-adverse
impacts to the same.

BASIS OF DESIGN REPORT (WATER). With the Development Review Boafd submittal, the.owner shall
submit a Final Basis of Design Report for-Water for the development project in accordance with the
Design Standards and Policies Manual. : -

BASIS OF DESIGN REPORT (WASTEWATER). With the Development Review Board submittal, the
owner shall submit a Final Basis of Design Report for.Wastewater for the devélopment project.in

~ accordance with the Design Standards and Policies Manual.
25.

FAA DETERMINATION. With the Dévelopment Review Board Application; the owner shall submit a

. copy of the FAA Determination lettefon the FAA FORM 7460-1 for any proposed structures and/or -

Version 7- 17

appurtenances that p_enetrate the 100:1 slope. The elevation of the highest point of those
structures, including the.appurtenances, must be detailed in the FAA form 7460-1 submittal.
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lNTRODUCTION '

The request is to rezone a vacant 5 ‘acre parcel located east of 98™ Street on the southside
of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road (‘MMRR”) from RI-35 PCD ESL (Smgle-famlly
Residential within a Planned Community District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to C-O

PCD (Comimercial Office within a Planned Community District) to dllow the development of a.

161 unit senior care facility providing independent living, assisted living, and memory care. The
project will satisfy a local marketplace that is currently underserved (see Attachment “A” Market
Study). Concurrent with the zoning application is the request to abandon portions of obsolete.
GLO patent easements on the property

II. SITE AND SURROUND]NG PROPERTIES

The site is an. irregularly- shaped patcel site backing up to the. bhghted Buredu of
Reclamation property that contains the large CAP drainage basins and WestWorld support and-
storage facilities. Imrmediately east of the property -are a vacant 4.5-acre parcel planned for a
multi-family development, the recently approved storage facility and the existing :Superpumper -
gas station at Thompson Peak Parkway (“TPP”). North of MMRR are the Graythorn
condominiium townhomes to the northwest and Horseman’s Park smgle family subdivision to the
northeast. East of Horseman’s Park to TPP are the Kota (formerly Dakota) apartments.

L. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The development consists of single building with three floors (39’ in helght although 48>
is permitted) containing 161 units-that encircle a. central courtyard. The facility will have
~ separaté entrances and drop-off areas for independent/assisted and memory care. The project far
exceeds ordinance requirements for total Open Space especially along the frontage of MMRR.
A large triangular area at the northeast corner of the property contains a remnant of the little-
known old Rio Verde Canal (berm) which has been reclaimed by dense native vegetation and
will be left untouched. The building design concept will incorporate a contemporary southwest
theme compatible with the existing residential areas. Landscaping will consist of native desert
plants and provide a dense tree screen along MMRR. A “residential health care fac111ty’ is also
another commercially-allowed use which conversely generates minimal “traffic, noise, lighting;
and activity. The use is genérally considered betiign and compatible with both residential and
non-residential aréas. Furthermore, the proposed use provides greater benefits in satisfying the
overall General Plan’s policies and goals per Attachment A

IV. ZONING/GENERAL PLAN/ASLD ROADWAY

: The property retains the County 1972 annexation base R1-35 zoning (one house per acre)
which was the zoning classification of most. of the County north of the CAP Canal. Post
annexation all the surfoinding developménts wiére rezoned to their presetit use. In‘'the 1980s the
entire area north of the ‘Central Arizona Project and: east the 400° wide WAPA transmission
corridor were rezoned by the City with the ESL' overlay zoning classification with a few
exceptions including WestWorld which abuts the south and west sides of the property. The RI-
35 current zoning'does NOT comply with the City’s General Plan “Conceptual Land Use Map™



which indicates “Office”. The “Office” designation generally eqﬁates to the “Commercial Office
(C-0)” zoning district which typlcally ‘develops with multi-story offices that can generate a

_ ‘significant amount of traffic, noise, lighting and activity.,

The property along with two others are the only ESL-zoned patcels on the south side of
MMRR and west of Thompson Peak Parkway as shown on:the graphlc below

The removal of the ESL overlay is a-direct result of staff’s proposal to require a 30’ half-
street dedication along the eastern portion of the property and 30’ on the adjoining parcel (60
total). Staff’s long-held intent has been to preserve the opportunity to access the Arizona State
‘Land Department (“ASLD”) orphaned property located approximately 600> south of MMRR
should the parcel be acquired by a private developer. The ASLD parcel is access-constrained
with right-in/right-out only to Thompson Péak Parkway. Access to MMRR does little, if any, to

" the ‘practical private developmeént of the ASLD property. The ASLD tias not had any. interest

from private developers to acquire the property separate from an adjoining MMRR property. In
- contrast the City’s long-héld intent has beer to acquire the ASLD property for the development
of event parking ‘within the adjoining WestWorld basin. Acquisition of the ASLD property has
also been identified for inclusion in the November bond election

Despite»the removal of the ESL overlay, there is NO CHANGE TO THELANDSCAPE
PLAN INCLUDING UNDISTURBED NATURAL. AREAS. The -previously proposed
landscaping and preservation of the old.Rio Verde Canal remain unaltered.

If the City pursues cofistriiction of the ASLD roadway, below is the design standard
cross-section:

'I . SO'I?OW -—-1

30—
-10'T——20' —-—ZO‘—TN)
Roll Curb _/ Landscape Buffer 4 Sidewalk
FIGURE 5-3.21 LOCAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL




‘We do not support the ASLD roadway dedication or street improvements for the
following reasons: the roadway does not provide meaningful access for private development of
the ASLD parcel there is no nexus between the dedication and construction of improvements as
" our property is not a beneﬁmary — only the ASLD; the City would be tesponsible for 600 of
maintenance and liability for what, if installed should be no mote than a 24’ wide. driveway
installed and maintained by the ASLD property owner; the driveway at MMRR would be
‘approximately 138°.east of the Horseman’s Park driveway and not meet the City’s 250° standard
separation requlrement over 18,000 sf of . landscaping and undisturbed natural area would be
eliminated along our eastern property line and a like amount from the adjoining property
mcludmg significant portions of the old Rio Verde Canal and otherwise undlsrurbed natural
areas. S

V. PARKING AMENDMENT

The submitted Kimley-Horn parking demand study substantiates that residential health .-
care (congregate care) generates far fewer spaces than cutrently fequiréd by ordinance. Previous
pa.rkmg studies for other: facilities in the City have reached the same conclusion and have been
the basis for routine approvals.of 20% reductions allowed at a staff level: However, those same
studies: bave. indicated that a significantly greater reduction is warranted. In prior discussions
. with staff regardlng a text amendment, significantly lower parking requlrements have been

Supported. In the absence of a text amendment the only other relief, mechanism is through the
» City Council. Understandably most developers eschew the lengthy public hearing proeess to
achieve reductions to reflect true demand. As the proposed Senior Living at McDowell
‘Mountain Ranch is already in the public hearing process, requestlng the parking reduction 1S as a
. way to further meet many of the stated goals of the General Plan - by .encouraging
- environmentally sensitive and sustainable development that respects the desert setting by
- reducing solar heat gain, minimizing impervious surfaces, and utilizing the best practices of

smart development :

Another parking study that supports greater reductions was conducted by J2 Engineering for the
Wolff Scottsdale Senior Living facility. at 8225 E. Indian Bend Road. ‘At 159-units Scottsdale’s -
parkmg requirement is 1.25 spaces/unit (199 total spaces) yet the parking study calculated 0.43
spaces/unit (68 total spaces) per ITE parking generation.rates with other. Valley cities averaging
- 0.48 spaces/unit (83 total spaces). -The: subject project has 161 tnits/beds and the City’s cutrent
ordinance requirement is 1.25 spaces/unit for minimal care and 0.7 spaces for specialized care
(197 total spaces). Prior to the City’s current ratio, the zoning ordlnance required 0.7 spaces/unit
and the 0.5 spaces/bed (113 total spaces). The 31gn1ﬁcant increase in parking ratios was done
over 10 years ago and without input from users. Consequently most, if not all, residential health
care facilities became non-conforming in parking. Although the studies indicate substantially
lower parking demand, the project pmposes parking ratios similar to the earller standards (119
total spaces)

VI. © GLO ABANDONMENT
' The proposal is to abandon obsolete: portlons of General Land Ofﬁce Patent Easements
(also known as "government land office. easements,” and "GLO -easements") encumbering the
development -of the property. GLO easemients were legal mechanisms created to provide public
utilities and future access through, and to the interior of; lots or parcels created by the U.S. Small
. Tract Act of 1938. The legislation and was enacted in response to requests by primarily World



War I Servicemen who wanted to move out in the desert for health and recreational purposes.
The Small Tract Act was about the only method of making federal land available. Local
counties were enthusiastic about "getting lands on the tax rolls” and were not concerned -about
infrastructure (roads, water, power, schools) to support such development. Small tract land
- patents were granted by the Genera] Land Office (which merged with the United States Grazing
Service in 1946 to form the US Bureau of Land Management). These patents transferred
property owned by the US. government to private ownership. The parcels were generally §
acres in size and thé Government retained 33’ wide easemerits across the property or. along the
perimeter of the properties for roadways and public utilities to setve the. patént-properties. GLO
easements have already been administratively abandoned north 6f McDowell Mountain Ranch'
* Road and east of 98% Street. As a point of interést.and contrary to the' current policy of requiring
compensation, the State of Arizona Revised ‘Statutes provides per the abstract below the
abandonment of GLO easements “in the same manner as other easements”. All other easements
in the City are abandoned administratively and without compensation. '

and town abandonment

“9-500.24. Federal patent easements; Ci
A city or town, by its own motion or at the request of a property owner, may abandon a
federal patent easement established by thé small tract act of 1938 that the city or town.
determines, after notifying and obtaining the consent of all affected utilitiés, is riot being
" used by the publicor ns no longer necessary in the same manner as other éasements are
abandoned “ -




Additional Information for:
Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch
Case: 8-ZN-2019

PLANNING/DEVELOPMENT

1. DEVELOPMENT CONTINGENCIES Each element of this zoning case—including density/intensity,
lot/unit placement, access and other development contingencies—may be changed as more
information becomes available to address public health, safety and welfare issues related to
drainage, open space, infrastructure and other requirements.

2. DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD. The City Council directs the Development Review Board's attention
to:
a plan indicating the treatment of washes and wash crossings,
b. wall design,

c. the type, height, design, and intensity of proposed lighting on the site, to ensure that it is
compatible with the adjacent use,

d. scenic corridors and buffered parkways,

e. improvement plans for common open space, common buildings and/or walls, and amenities
such as ramadas, landscape buffers on public and/or private property (back-of-curb to right-
of-way or access easement line included).

f. major stormwater management systems,

g. alterations to natural watercourses (all watercourses with a 100 year flow of 250 cfs to 749
cfs), and

h. signage.

3. RESPONSIBILITY FOR CONSTRUCTION OF INFRASTRUCTURE. The developer shall be responsible for
all improvements associated with the development or phase of the development and/or required
for access or service to the development or phase of the development. Improvements shall include,
but not be limited to washes, storm drains, drainage structures, water systems, sanitary sewer
systems, curbs and gutters, paving, sidewalks, streetlights, street signs, and landscaping. The
granting of zoning/use permit does not and shall not commit the city to provide any of these
improvements.

4. EASEMENTS DEDICATED BY PLAT. The owner shall dedicate to the city on the final plat, all
easements necessary to serve the site, in conformance with the Scottsdale Revised Code and the
Design Standards and Policies Manual.

5. EASEMENTS CONVEYED BY SEPARATE INSTRUMENT. Prior to issuance of any building permit for the
development project, each easement conveyed to the city separate from a final plat shall be
conveyed by an instrument or map of dedication subject to city staff approval, and accompanied by
a title policy in favor of the City, in conformance with the Design Standards and Policies Manual.

6. FEES. The construction of water and sewer facilities necessary to serve the site shall not be in-lieu of
those fees that are applicable at the time building permits are granted. Fees shall include, but not

Revision 3-11 ATTACHMENT 5 Page 1 of 2




be limited to the water development fee, water resources development fee, water recharge feée,
sewer development fee or development tax, water replenishment district charge, pump tax, or any
other water, sewer, or effluent fee.

Revision 3-11: : . S Co : . Page 2 of 2
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1. INTRODUCTION

The request is to rezone a vacant 5 acre parcel located east of 98™ Street on the southside
of McDowell ‘Mountain Ranch Road (“MMRR”) from R1-35 PCD ESL (Sirigle- famlly
Residential within a Planned Community District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to C-O
PCD (Commercial Office within'a Planned Community District) to allow the development of a
161 init serior care facility prov:dmg independent living, assisted 11v1ng, and memory care. The-
project'will satisfy a.local. marketplace that is currently underserved (see Attachment “A” Market
‘Study). Concurrent with the Zoning application is the request to abandon portions of obsolete
GLO patent. easements on the property. -

IL SITE AND SURROUNDING PROPERTIES

The site is an eregularly-shaped parcel site backmg up to the blighted Bureau of
 Reclamation property that contains: the large CAP drainage basins and WestWorld support and
- storage facilities. Immediately east of the property are a vacant 4.5-acre parcel planned fot a
multi=family’ deve]opment the recently approved storage facility and the existing Superpumper
gas station at Thompson Peak Parkway (“TPP”). North of MMRR are the Graythorn
‘condominium townhomés to the northwest and Horseman’s Park single~family subdivision to the
northeast. East of Horseman’s Park to TPP are the Kota (formerly Dakota) apartments.

III. PROPOSED' DEVELOPMENT

The development consists of smgle bulldmg with three floors (39 in helght although 48

is permltted) containing 161 units- that encircle a central courtyard. The facility will have
" separate entrances and drop-off areas for mdcpendent/assnsted and- memory care. The project far
exceeds ordinancé requirements for. total Open Space especially along the frontage 6f MMRR.
‘A large triangular ared at the northeast corner of the property contains a remnant of the little-
known old Rio Verde Canal (berm) which has been reclaimed by dense native vegetation and
will be left untouched. ‘The building design concept will incorporate a contemporary southwest
theme compatible with the existing residential areas. Landscapirig will consist of native desert
plants and: provide a dense tree screen along MMRR. A “residentidl health care facnlity is also
‘another commercially-allowed use which conversely generates minimal traffic, noise, lighting,
and activity: The usé is generally considered benign. and compatible with both residential and
non-residential areas. Furthermore, the proposed use provides greater benefits in satisfying the
overall General Plan’s policies.and goals per Attachment A :

IV. ZONING/GENERAL PLAN/ASLD ROADWAY .

The property retains the County 1972 annexation base R1-35 zonirig (oné house per acre)
which was the zoning classification of most of the County north of the' CAP Canal. Post
annexation all the surrounding developments were rezoned to their present use. In the 1980s the
entire' area north of the. Central Arizona Project. and east the 400’ wide WAPA: transmission
corridor were rezoned by the City with the ESL overlay zoning classification with a few
exceptions including WestWorld which abuts the south and west sides of the property. The R1-.
35 current zoning does NOT comnply with the City’s General Plan “Conceptual Land Use Map”



which indicates “Ofﬁce” The “Office” designation generally equates to the “Commercial Ofﬁce ‘
(C-0)” zoning district which typloally dévelops with multi-story ofﬁces that can. generate a
significant amount of traffic, noise, lighting and activity.

‘The property along wnth two others are the only ESL zoned parcels on the south side of
MMRR and west of Thompson Peak Parkway as shown on the graphlc below: -

The remowal of the ESL overlay is a direct result of stafP’s proposal to requite a 30 half-
stteét dedication.along the eastern portion of the property and 30’ on the adjoining parcel (60°
total),. Staff’s lohg—héld intent has been to préserve the opportunity to access the Arizona State
Land Department (“ASLD™) orphaned property located approximately 600’ south of MMRR
should the parcel be acquired by a private developer. The ASLD parcel is access-constrained
with right-in/right-out only to Thompson Peak Parkway: Access to MMRR does little, if any, to
the practical private develoPment of the ASLD property. The ASLD has not had any interest. -
from private developers to acquire the ‘property separate from an adjoining MMRR property. In
contrast the City’s long-held intenf has beén to acquire the ASLD property for the development
of event parking within the adjoining WestWorld basin. - Acquisition of the ASLD property has
also been identified for mclusnon in the November bond election

Déspite thé removal of the ESL overlay, there is NO CHANGE TO THE LANDSCAPE
PLAN INCLUDING UNDISTURBED NATURAL AREAS. The previously proposed
landscaping and preservation of the old Rio. Verde Canal remain unaltered.

If the City pursues corlstruf;ti(jn of the ASLD roadway, below is the design standard
cross-section: '

60’ ROW-————
s ]

30° 30"
~10"+—20'—-—20- '[10‘4

Rl e LS N
Roll Curb —/ Landscape Buffer \—SideWa!k :
FIGURE 5-3.21 LOCAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL




We do not support the ASLD roadway dedication or street improvements for the
following reasons: the roadway does ot provide meaningful access for private development of
the ASLD parcel; there is no nexiis between the dedication and construction of improvements as
our property is not a beneficiary — only the ASLD; the City would be responsible for 600° of
‘maintenance and- liability for what, if installed shoiild be no more than a 24’ wide driveway
_installed and maintained by the ASLD property owner; the driveway at MMRR would be
approximately 138" east of the Horseman’s Park driveway and ot meet the City’s 250" standard
separation requirement; over 18,000 sf of landscaping and undisturbed natural area would be
eliminated along our eastern property line and a like amount from. the adjoining property
including significant portions of the old Rio Verde Canal and otherwnse undisturbed natural
areas. :

V. PARKING AMENDMENT

The submitted Kimley-Horn. parking demand study substantiates that residential heaith
care (congregate care) generates far fewer spaces than currently requu'ed by ordinance. Previous -
parking studies for other facilities in the: City have reached the same conclusion and have been
the basis for routine approvals of 20% reductions allowed at a staff level. However, those same
studies have indicated that a significantly greater reduction is warranted. In prior discussions
~ with staff regarding; a text amendment, significantly lower parking requwements havé been
- supported. In the absence of a text amendment the only other relief mechanism is through the
+ City Council. Understandably most developers eschew the lengthy public hearing process to
achieve reductions to reflect true demand. As the proposed Senior Living at McDowell
Mountain. Ranch is already i the public hearing process, requesting the parking reduction is as a
- way ‘to further meet many of thé stated goals of the General Plan by encouraging
- environmentally sensitive and sustainable development that respects the desert setting by
* reducing selar heat gain, minimizing impervious surfaces, and utilizing the best practices of
- smart deveIOpment

Another parking study that supports greater reductions was conducted by J2 Engmeermg for the
Wolff Scottsdale Senior Living facility at 8225 E. Indian Bend Road. At 159 units- Scottsdale’s
parking requirement is. 1.25 spaces/umt (199 total spaces) yet the parkmg study calculated 0.43
spaces/unit (68 total spaces) per ITE parking generation rates with other Valley cities averaging
0.48 spaces/unit (83 total spaces). The subject. project has 161 units/beds and the City’s current
ordinance requirement is 1.25 spaces/unit for minimal care and 0.7 spaces for specialized care
(197 total spaces). Prior to the City’s current ratio, the zoning ordinance required 0.7 spaces/unit
and the 0.5 spaces/bed (113 total spaces). The significant increase in parking ratios was done
over 10 years ago and without:input from users. Consequently most, if'not all, residéential health
care facilities became non-conforming in parking. -Although the studies indicate substantially
lower parking demand, the project proposes parking ratios similar to the earlier standards (119
total spaces).

VI. GLO ABANDONMENT .

_ The propo‘sal is to abandon obsdleté portions of General Land Office Patent Easements’
(also known as "government Jand office éasemients," and "GLQ easements") encumbering the
development of’ the property. GLO easements were legal mechanisms created to provide public
utilities and future access through, and to the interior of; lots or parcels created by the U.S. Small
Tract Act of 1938. The legislation and was enacted in response to requests by primarily World



War I Servicemen who wanted to move out in the desert for health and recrcational purposes.
The Small Tract Act was about the only miethod of making federal land available. Local
counties were enthusiastic about "getting lands -on the tax rolls" and were not concerned about
infrastructure (roads, water, power, schools) to support such development. Small tract land
patents were granted by the General Land Office (which merged with the United States Grazing
Service in 1946 to form the US Bureau of Land Management). These -patents transferred
property owned by the U.S. government to private ownership. The parcels were generally 5
acres in size and the Government retained 33’ wide casethents actoss the property or along the
perimeter of the properties for roadways and public utilities to serve the patent properties. GLO
easements have already been administratively abandoned north of McDowell Mountain Ranch.
Road and east of 98™ Street. As a point of interest and contrary to the current policy of requiring
compensation, the State of Arizona Revised. Statutes provides per the abstract below the
abandonment of GLO easements ““iii the same mianner as other easements”. All other easemeénts
in the City are abandoned administratively and without compensation. ’

“9-500.24. Federal patent easements; city and town abandonment

Ac city or town, by | lts own motion or at the request of a property owner, may abando na
federal patent easement established by the small tract act of 1938 that the: city or town
determines, after notifying and obtaining the consent of all. affected: utilities, is not being

used by the public.oris no Ionger necessary in the same manner. as other easements are
-abandoned "
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{Jan. 1953)

Phosnix 005795 -

Qlibe WUnited étatzz of America,

To-all to whom these presents shall come, Greeting:

WHEREAS,; a Certificate of theLa.nd ‘0ffise at Fhoenlx,

Arisena,
i8 now deposited in-the Bureau of Land. Management whereby it appears that full payment has'been made

by the claimant _ Alton B, Parier,
pursuant to the provisions of the Act of Congress approved June 1, 1938. (52. Stat.. 609);, entltled “An

Act to provide for the purchaseof publle lands for- home and other sites,” and the acts supplemental there-
‘to, for the following-described land :

. Gila snd Salt River Neridlan, APSmne,
!:q 3 Nep Re 5 Bey
880, 5, 0t .
The area described contains 5 acres, according to the Official Plat of the Survey of the said Land,
on ‘file in the Bureau of Land Management: -
NOW KNOW YE, That the. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, in consxderatlon of the premises, and

i confonmty with the several Acts of Congress in such case made .and provided, ‘HAS GIVEN AND

GRANTED, and by these presents DOES GIVE,AND: GRANT unto the said claimant and to the heirs
of the said claimsut  the Tract above described ;' TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same;.together with all
the rights, privileges, immunities, and appurtenamea, of whatsoever nature, thereunto belonging; unto the

" $aid claimant #nd to'the heirs:and assigns of the said claimant forever; subject-to any vested and

accrued water ng’hts for mining, agricultural, manufacturing, or other purpcses, and rlg‘hts to datches and
reservoirs used in connection with such water nghts as méy be recogmzed and acknowledged by the local
customs, Jaws, and.decisions of courts; and there is reserved from the lands hereby granted, a right-of-way
thereon for thchds or canals constmcted by the authority of the United Statcs. - Exeepting and reserving,

- al&o, to the United States, all coal, oil, gas, and other mineral deposits, in the land so patented, tagether

with the right to.prospect for, mine, and remove the same according to the: prov]sions of said Act of June
1,1938. This patent is subject toa. nghb-of—way not exceeding 38 feet in width, for readway and public
utilities purposes,’to be located asress satd lmnd or 29 DSX a8 mh to the exterior

_m
Excepting and reserving, also to the United States, pursuant to thé provisions of the Act of August 1, 1946

(60:Stat. 755),,-all uranjum, thorium, or any other material whichis or may be determined to be peculiarly
essential to the production of fissionable materials, whether.or not of commercial value, together with the
nght of-the United States through its authorized agents or. representatives at any’ I:lme to enter upon the
land and prospect for, mine;.and reniove'the same.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, the undersigned authorized officer of the

Bureau of Land Management, in aceordance with the provisions of

the Act of June 17, 1948 (62 Stat. 476), has, in the name of the

United States, caused these letters to be.made Patent, and the Seal

of the Bureau to be hereunto affixed.

GIVEN under my hand, in the District of Columbia; the. TWRNYY-

(seaL] PIRSY day.of JLY in the year of our Lotd orie thousand nine

hindredand ~ PIFIY-FOUR and of the Independence of the

United States the one hundredand  SEVENFT-NINTH.

For the Director, Bureau of Land Management.

BC Hohote

Patent No. —} +4RARK . By

W 3. GOVERRNINS PRINTING OTFICE VORI

ATTACHMENT 9
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Phoenis 085757

1 The Einited States of Ameriea,

o all to mhom theae presents shall conie, Greeting:

 'WHEREAS, a Certificate of the Land  and Strwey Offfos at Phoemix, Arizons,
is now deposited in the Bureau of Land Management, whereby it' appears that full payment has been made

by-the claimant. .
4 Owy LeRoy Grippin .

pursiant.to the provisions of the Act of Congress approved June 1, 1938 (52 Stat. 609), entitled “An
‘Act to provide for the purchase of public lands for home and other sites,” and the acts supplemental there—
to, for the following-described land ;

.38, R 5 E,
Ses. %, lot 38,

The aten descnbed contams 5  acres, according to the Official Plat of the Survey of the said Land,
on file inthe Bureau of Land Management'

NOW KNOW YE, That the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, in consideration of the premises, and
in conformity with the severa]l Acts of Congress in such case made and provided, HAS GIVEN' AND
GRANTED, and by" ‘these presents DOES GIVE AND GRANT unto the said claimant. 4nd-to: the heirs
of the said.claimant  the Tract above described; TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the sarhe, together with all . ,
the' nghts ‘privileges, immunities, and appurtenances, of whatsoever riature, thereunto-belonging; unto the o B
said claimant and:to the heirs and assigns of the said claimant forever; subject to any vested and -
acerued water: ng'hts formining, agrlcultural manufacturing, or other purposes, and rights to ditchesand -, - | )
reservoirs:used in.connection with such water.rights, as may be recognized and acknowledged by the local . Yot
customs, laws, and decisions of courts; and there is reserved from the }ands hereby granted, a r1ght-of~way
thereon for-ditches or cansls constructed by the authority of the United States. Excepting and reserving,
also, to-the United States, all coal, oil, gas, and other mineral deposits, in the land so patented, together . .
with the right to prospect for, mine, and remove the same according to.the provisions of said Act of Jine - T,

"1,1938. This patentis subject to a right-of-way not exceeding 33 feet in width, for roadway and public -
utlhtles purposes, to'be located soross sald land or as nexr as- p!!oﬁcablo to the extorior -

Exceptmg‘and reserving, also to the United States, pursuant to the provisions of the Act of August 1, 1946
(60:Stat: 765), all uranium, thorium, or any other material which is or may be determined to be peculiarly

-essential to the production of fissionable materials, whether or not-of commercial value, together with the’
right of the United States through its authorized agents or representatives at any time to enter upon the
land and prospect’ for, mine, and remove the same.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, the undersignéd authorized officer of the
Bureau of Land Management, in accordance. with the prommns of
the Act of June 17, 1948 (62 Stat. 476); has, in the name of the
United States, caused these letters to be made Patent, and the:Seal
of the Bureau to be hereunto affixed.

GIVEN unde iy hand, iri the District of Columbia, the FLBVENFE
[srAL] day of MAY in the year of our Lord one thousand nine
@ hundredand ~ YIPTY-POUR and of the Independence of the
' United States the one hundréd and SBVENTY~BIGHTH.
For the Director, Bureau of Land Management:

Patent'No, } :414?_1_ By

" Chiicf, Patonts Sect

U. B EDYIRNWEN] Peinting erPece M- ASTG4-1.




EXHIBIT A

| _ _ 'LEGAL DESCRIPTION- _
G.LO, PATENT RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC
UTILITES PURPOSES ABANDONMENT -

AN ABANDONMENT OF PORTIONS OF THE RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC UTILITIES
PURPOSES DESCRIBED WITHIN MCR -DOCKET 2397, PAGE 153; PATENT NUMBER 1145658
LOCATED IN GOVERNMENT LOT 39 OF SECTION 5, TOWNSHIP 3 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST OF THE
GILA AND SALT RIVER MERIDIAN, MARICOPA COUNTY ARIZONA, MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED
AS FOLLOWS: -

THE SOUTH 33.00 FEET, AND WEST 33.00 FEET OF SAID GOVERNMENT LOT 39.

_ EXCEPT THE EAST 33.00 FEET AND THE SOUTH 280.00 FEET OF THE WEST 180.00 FEET
THEREOF, o ‘

AND |
EXCEPT ANY NORTHERLY PORTION BOUNDED BY THE SOUTH LINE DESCRIBED IN
MCR DOCUMENT 19990821451, _ | -

EXHBIT B MADE A PART BY REFERENCE HEREON

6859 E. Rembrandt Ave, 124
R LANDCOR  vesanzesae
CONSULTING Ph: {480) 223-8573 )

landcorconsulting.com

JOB NO,
1617

DATE: 9/9/19 . ABANDONMENT o

SCALE: NTS . [ EXHIBII A .

ATTACHMENT 10 | -




EXHIBIT B

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

G.L.O. PATENT RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC

UTILIMES PURPOSES ABANDONMENT

————

E. MCDOWELL MOUNTAIN. RANCH RD.

O——--

589 50'51"E 822, 16

- COS BRASS
CAP AT

L CENTERUINE
AND N.W. COR
OF G.L.O. LOT

33.00 FEET GLO

WINSTAR PRO.LLC -
APN: 217-14-037A

GLO LOT 38
PARCEL 1

37

PATENT #1145638,

MCR DKT:2397 PG:159, RIGHT OF
WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC
UTILITIES PURPOSES:

33 PORTION
. ABANDONED

COS BRASS
CENTERLINE

WINSTAR PRO LLC
APN: 217-14-038A
6LO LOT 39

© PARGEL 2

USA-BOR
GLO LOT 39

280’

R/W TO

REMAIN

— —— — . —

APN:217-14-038B| .

- 33'PORTION -
ABANDONED

e

EXHIBIT A MADE A PART BY REFERENCE HEREON

R/W TO
REMAIN

D=2852'52"
1=378.97
© R=75181

. f ‘ "_u"___%_;

COS BRASS
CAP AT
CENTERLINE
AND E: LINE
G.LO. LOT 40

JAT DOVE -
CAPITAL LLC '
APN: 217—-14~039A
GLO LOT 40
S.E. COR

‘GLO LOT 40
FND GLO B.C.

S 0018'21" E 464.97

I
V4

¢%LANDCOR

CONSULTING

6859 E: Rembrandt Ave, 124
Mesa, AZ ‘85212
Ph: (480} 223-8573

landcorconsulting.com

DATE: 9/9/19

SCALE:, NTS

ABANDONMENT_""“

EXHIBIT. B~

- :J.O.B..ANOY‘ . .
S 1617




EXHIBIT A

LEGAL DESCRIPTION |
G.L.O. PATENT RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC
UTILITIES PURPOSES ABANDONMENT

AN ABANDONMENT OF POR'ﬂONS OF THE RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC UTILITIES
PURPOSES DESCRIBED WITHIN MCR DOCKET 2904, PAGE 175, PATENT NUMBER 1144421
LOCATED IN GOVERNMENT LOT 38 OF ‘SECTION 5, TOWNSHIP 3- NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST OF THE
GILA AND SALT RIVER MERIDIAN, MARICOPA COUNTY ARIZONA, MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED
AS FOLLOWS:

THE EAST 33.00 FEET OF SAID GOVERNMENT LOT 38.

EXCEPT THE SOUTH 280.00 FEET AND THE WEST 120.00 FEET THER“EOF.

AND

'EXCEPT ANY NORTHERLY PORTION BOUNDED BY THE SOUTH LINE DESCRIBED IN
MCR DOCUMENT 1999-0821451.

EXHIBIT B MADE A PART BY. REFERENCE HEREON

sl |
C ON LTIN Ph: (480) 223-8573

\ ~. 6859 E. Rembrandt.Ave, 124
A N D C O R .Mesa,vAZ%nstr;n S .
Su G

landcorconsulting.com

DATE: 6/13/19 | ABANDONMENT 108 NO.
'SCALE: NTS , EXHIBIT A | 1617




EXHIBIT B

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

GLO PATENT RIGHT OF WAY FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC
"UTILITIES PURPOSES” ABANDONMENT

E. MCDOWELL MOUNTAIN RANCH RD.

&

MCR- 1999-0821451

120. :

33.00 FEET GLO
PATENT 1144421,
MCR DKT: 2904
PG:175, RIGHT OF
WAY FOR ROADWAY
AND PUBLIC
UTILITES PURPOSES

— " . — ——— ) ——————— —

33 PORTION
ABANDONED

WINSTAR PRO LLC
APN: 217-14—037A
GLO LOT 38
PARCEL 1

USA-BOR
APN:217-14-0378
GLO LOT 38

EXHIBIT A MADE A PART BY REFERENCE HEREON

CONSULTING

| &GLANDCOR

6859 E. Rembrandt Ave, 124
Mesa, AZ 85212

Ph: (480).223:8573

landco rconsulting.com

DATE: 6/19/19

~ ABANDONMENT
EXH'B'T B“m""‘“_"‘"""'““" =| “1615/_' N

| scace: NTS

OB NG T

EERPPEN
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This report documents a traffic ifmpact analysis performed fora proposed senio'r living facility located an .
the south side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road at 99" Place in Scottsdale, Arizona. The:site will
include assisted living and congregate care facility land uses and is anticipated to be built out by 2021.

1.2 REPORT PURP@SEANDOB‘JECTIVES e e R

Kirnle"y-Horn and Associates, Inc., has been retained by SCW Holdings, LLP to per_form: the traffic it*npact
analysis for thie proposed: development.

_ The purpose of this study is to address traff ic and transportation impacts of the proposed development on

' .'surroundlng streéets-and mtersectlons This traffic.analysis was prepared based on crltena set forth by the
.City of Scottsdale Transportation Impact and Mltlgatton AnaIySIS Category Il. The specrflc objectives of
this study are; - ,

® To evaluate lane requirements on  all existing roadway Ilnks and at all existing intersections within the
“study area; : o : B

e To deterrine future level of service (LOS) for all existing intersections withif the study, area and
" recommend any capacityfrelated i'mp_rovements;

o - To determine necessary lane configurations at all new driveways within the proposed development in
order to provrde acceptable future levels of service;

{ ~

‘e To evaluate the need for aw(lllary lanes at-ali study'area intersections; and
e To evaluate the neéd for future traffic. signals

1.3 - PRINCiPAL FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The proposed development is expected to generate 340 daily trips, with 14- tnps oceurring in the AM peak
hour and 31 trips occurring in the PM peak hour. To ensure that the estimate of the traffic impacts is the
maximum that can be expected, it is assumed that the site will b& 100 peréent occupled upon buildout in
2021,

o The signalized intersection -of Thompson Peak Parkway. and McDowell Mountain Raneh Road is
expected to operate at an acceptable level of service in 2021, with the exception of the southbound
left-turn lane and the eastbound thru lane in the PM peak: penod

e The unsignalized ‘intersection of 98" Street and McDowell Métintain Ranch Road and the site.-
driveways are expected to operate at an acceptable level of service in 2021.

e |t is recommended that a continudus two-way left-turn lane be striped to provide access for the left
turning movements into the site driveways and to mamtaln access to the existing pnvate streets on
the north side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road.

SWC 99““Place and McDowell Mountain Ranch Road | Transportation t'rnpact and Mitigation Analysis
May 2019 ’
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e Itis recommended that sight trlangles be provided at. all site access points to give drivers exiting the
site a clear view of oncoming traffic. The landscaping within sight tnangles must not obstruct drivers’.
views of the adjacent travel lanes. Sight distance should be provided at all street intersections and,
where driveways intersect with streets per Section 5-3:123 Part. D of City of Scottsdale Desngn
-Standards & POlICleS Manual ‘

2'-.;-1,_ 'SITE LOCATION . B e I S R N AR B

The proposed development;-a senior care facility; is located on the solith side 6f McDowell Mountain
Ranch Road at 99" Place in Scottsdale, Arizona. The project location is'shown in Figure 1.

2:2 LAND.USEAND. SITEPLAN wocans oy ¥ s o o

'The overall deve[opment consists: of an asswted living and congregate care facility. The total site area is
on approximately 5.3-acrest. Table 1 illustrates the land use of the proposed development.

Table 1. Land Use

The layout-of the site is illustrated in Figure 2.

2.3 SITE ACCESSIBILITY o

D e »
R A

The site is accessed locally via McDowell Mountain Ranch Road Reglonat access is expected to be
provided by.the Pima.Fregway (Loop 101) and by the other arterial streets in the vicinity such as
Thompson.Peak Parkway, Bell Road and Frank Lloyd Wright Boulevard:

2.4 SITE'GIRCUEATION -~~~ ¢ mor bt dntisy =

" The site plan is shown in previously referenced Figure 2. The site consists of two full access driveways.
Driveway D1 is located approximatefy 470 feet east of 98" Street on the south side of McDowell Mountain
Ranch Road. Driveway D2 aligns with an existing driveway on the north side of McDowell Mountain
Ranch Road. Driveway D2 is approximately 150 feet east of Driveway D1 and approximately 620 feet
east of 98" Street on the-south side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road.

SWC:ggth Place and McDowell Mountain Ranch Road | Transportatlon lmpact and Mltlgation Analys;s
May 2019




Michael P. Leaty, LTD

10278 E. Hillery Drive ~ * ' |  cell 480.991.1111
. Scottsdale, Arizona 85255 B ' michaelpleary@cox.net
DATE : August 14, 2019
TO: Dox:is_McCiay_; Scottsdalé Seni er

- FROM: Mike Leary

RE: | 8-ZN-2019/5-AB-29019 Updated Citizen Review Report Senior meg at
~ McDowell Mountain Ranch

Per the Citizen Review Plan, the attached ‘jﬁforn’:aﬁonhl letters'were sent to. 115 itmetested.pﬁtﬁes and
propetty owners within 750’ of the subject property. Additionally, parties involved in the McDowell
Mountain Commumty Stomge project: located just east of the sub]ect property wete given advance
notice of the proposal. The attached “Project Under Consideration” sign was erected- ‘on April 28,
'2019 announcing the Open House held on May 7, 2019. :

: Pnor to the Open. House 2 Horseman s Park remdent (mvolved in the storage zomng case and one of
the parties ' who received our advance notice of this application) conticted us concerned about a 3-
stoty building height being out of character with the area. The seniot living use was not an issue. Per
the attached string of emails our fesponse has been the following: the building height would not
appear as tall based upon the site being severil feet lower than the homes on the north side of
MMMRR; the building being lowered as. much as possible into the site; the building being over 200’ |
- from the nearest Horséman’s Patk home; the approved stotage building behind the Superpumper
station being 3-stoties and 34”in height; the partial screening of the building by- px:esemng the Verde
Canal; the hikelihood of the vacant site to the east beifig developed as multi-family project up to 3-

_ stoties and 36" in hetght; and our proposed 3-story building bemg just 39° mll and’ not the-48’ allowed :
by ordmance

-The day before the Open House a slew of NEXTDOOR postings was spurred by the C1ty’s incorrect
online posting that our request was a Major General Plan amendment. , There-is NO General Plan
Amendment:- Major ot Minot - as the request conforms to the Genera.l Plan. We posted the. City’s
correction but-postings continued nonetheless and included concerns about the lack of need for senior
housing, poor building quality, traffic impact on the TPP/MMRR intersection, seniors. not being able
to cross the intersection, noise emanating from WestWorld, buﬂdmg within a flood plain, strangers
from all walks of life staffing the facility, and the Cxty granting a zoning variance without getting
exactions from the developer. Thete wete also two individuals posting support of thé project and
countering some. of the expressed concems. We made seven, rcphes addressing the substantive
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comments and reposted the corrected City notification letter that previously went out to property
owners within 750’ of the project. Due to the discussion sliding into unrelated matters and incivility,
we asked that any other comments / quesuons /concern be handled directly with us via phone, email
or in person. The string of postmgs is also’ attached, and we have not had any subsequent contact ot

postmgs

Approximately 20 people attended the May 7th Open House which included membets of the MMR
Board of Ditectors. Typical questions.included details of the project’s use, buxldmg height, building.
design, access, lighting, and traffic. We wete encouraged by the tone and demeanor of the attendees
and believe that the concern expressed about the project’s percexved building height will be mmgated

The july—August issue of the McDowell Mountain. Ranch Newsletter included.a cover art1c1e on the
ptoposed multi-family project on the adjoining: ‘property and incortectly stated that our project was
proposed at 48’. The actual proposed height is 39, We notified the Newsletter pubhsher and
requested a correction.on next issue.

A letter explaining the modiﬁcatlon to the application by removal of ESL over]ay zoning was mailed
out to the same 750’ property ownets and interested parties as the initial notification letter per the
- attached.

~ We are continuing discussions with the Horseman’s Patk resident and will continue to encourage and
“respond to questions/comments/concetns throughout the entire public bearing process. The Citizea
Review Report will be updated as nieeded prior to the Planning Commission and City Council hearings.

* Attachments
: Map showing the area of notification
: List of property owners with the notification area and interested parties
: Letter to property owners and interested parues
: Affidavit of posting- :
: Community Input Certification
~ : Emiil exchanges with Horseman ’s Park residenits
: NEXTDOOR postings
: Open House attendees :
: Letter to propetty owners within' the notlﬁcauon area and interested parties



TAIN

&=
2

N AREA

0

CATI

NOTIS

750’



Michael P. Leary, LTD

10278 E. Hillery Drive |  Cell (480) 9911111
Scottsdale, Arizona 85255 ' michaelpleary@cox.net

DATE: April 26, 2019

TO: Neighboting Property Owners and Interested Parties
"FROM: Mike Leary, Development Consultant
RE: . Seqiof Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch -

A senior care facility comprising independent living, assisted living and memory care is proposed on a 5-acre
vacant propetty on the south side of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road just west of 99% Place. The site backs
up to the blighted Burean of Reclamation property that contains the large drainage basins and WestWorld
support facilities. As such the proposed development will provide a buffer for the residential developments
notth of McDowell Mountzif Ranch Road and the existing and future facilities/activities within the Bureau
property. Enclosed is our preliminary site plan and conceptual buﬂdmg design.

Histoncally, the property retains the County 1972 annexation R1 35 zoning (one house per acre) which was
the zoning classification of most of the County north of the CAP Canal Post annexation all the surrounding
developments that now exist were subsequently fezoned. The current zoning does NOT comply with the
enclosed City’s General Plan “Conceptual Land Use Map” which indicates “Office”. The “Office”
designation equates to the “Commercial Office (C-O)” zoning district which typically develops with multi-
story offices that can generate a significant amount of traffic, noise, lighting and activity. However, a
“res;i,dehﬁal health cate facility” is also 4n allowed use and generates conversely minimal traffic, noise, lighting,
and activity. The use is generally considered benign and compatible with both residential and non-residential
areas. Common questions which are raised with rezoning requests and this use specifically are:

Can. the City Council restrict the use of the property to_just the semsor kiving facility? Although the legal answer is
governing bodies are precluded from limiting rezonings to specific uses, the City achieves that goal by
' stipulating conformance to specific development plans which by theit nature are use-specific and not
convertible to otheruses. If the stipulated df_:v;c_loprﬁg:nt plans Weré-mbsequent'gy proposed to be altered, an
amendment would be required to go through the samé Planning Cdmmission and City Council public hearing

. process.

Will development adbers 1o the “dark. sky” policy? Yes, lighting sl be limited in mumber, lamen, and location to
minimize total light emananon. hghnng will also be tightly controlled along the street frontzge to preclude
off-site light spill.

Will ambulances be using sirens to transport residents? The facility does not provide nursing cate and the residents |
- are ambulatory. As a matter of policy and practice, ambulances do not utilize sirens.in residenitial areas.



As an interested party ot property owner within 750’ of the property, you are receiving this notification as
part of the City’s Public Outreach and Input pr’dcess. Accordingly, we are also hosting an “Open House”
from. 6:00 pm.to 7:30 pm on Tuesday May 7th at the McDowell Center located at 16116 N. McDowell
Mountzin-Ranch Rd., Scottsdale, AZ 85255,

“We hope to sﬁbseéucﬁtly file a formal application with the City to change the zoning from R1-35 PCD ESL
(Single-family Residential within a Planned Community District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to C-
‘O PCD ESL {Commercial Office within 2 Planned Community Disttict in Environmentally Sensitive Lands)
o allow the proposed senior living development. Immediately after filing the apphcauon, you will be’
receiving a. postczrd from the City notifying you of the application submittal : :

If you should have any quesﬁons plcase contact me at yout convenience You mayva]so contact City of
Scottsdale Senior Planner Doris McClay who is ass:gned to this project and can be reached at 480. 312 4214

and dIncclaﬂ@‘scottsdaleaz .gov. Ou: preliminary application case number is 99-PA-2019.

Thank youl ML

enclosure.
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Email exchanges with Horseman'’s Park neighbors thru 05.07.19

From: Ed Grant IV <egrant4@simaz.com>-

Sent: Tuesday, May'7, 2019 4:11 PM

To: mike leary

© Cc: mafoster272@gmail.com; eric.e.bjorkman@intel.com; cthorpe@righthonda.com; McClay, Doris
Subject: Re: Proposed Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

Thanks Mike. We'll see you-at the open house tonight énd can discuss further.

We would appreciate your client.preparing an exhibit of showing how the proposed development will
impact the southern view corridor from the homes that back to MMR Road. Craig Thorpe (on this e-
mail) owns one of those homes for reference. In the past, they’ve taken the vantage point of a 6 foot.
individual sanding in the back yard and looking toward the development. While | do appreciate the
comparison to Kota, again, | would offer-that is different given that Kota-fronts TPP. I'll check the: streets
map, but | believe TPPis:a Minor. Arterial and MMR is justia collector

As for the Avondale comment, I'm not sure what else to tell you. |looked at another property today-in
Glendale and observed the same phenomenon. (GP designation is high-density residential, zoning is for
retail and industrial.) Again, it’s a tactic utilized by the City general!y to make sure that the developer
integrates with what: surrounds the area. )

See you later this evening:
Ed

From: mike leary <outlook_59CA1EDED17AAFFC@outlook.com> on behalf of mike leary
‘<michaelpleary@cox.net> |

Date: Tuesday, May 7, 2019 at 3:04 PM

To: Ed Grarnit <egrant4@simaz.com> ~

Ce: "mafoster272@gmail.com” <mafoster272@gmail.com>, "eric.e.bjorkman@intel. com”
<eric.e.bjorkman@intet.com>, "cthorpe@rrghthonda com“ <cthorpe@righthonda.com>,
"McClay, Doris" <DMcClay@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Subject: Re: Propased Senior Living at McDowell Mountéin Ranch

Ed and FEric again T 'm sorry that I couldn t get back ro you zmmedrate& but here's some
scoop I found,

As to the building height, the preliminary plans show a beight of around 40' but the
buailding is lower than the adjoining street. As the site is sloping south away from the street,
the building finish floor elevation (FFE) will be approximately 10’ below the FFE of the
townhomes (actually condos). That 10’ differential should lower the perceived hejght
substantially. By contrast the Kota apartments are 32' 6" in height and hike Horseman's
Park and Graythorn may appear taller as they are on the high side of the slope, From a top-
of-building elevation standpoiny, the project should end up Iower than KOTA - one of the
benefits of being on the: Jow side of a slope.



On the annexation, geez I would think Avondale has a prob!em by dow:o-zonmg property
without property owner permission. 1belfeve it's in conflict with Arizona State Statutes
which precludes the diminishment of value without comipensation. What I do kniow is when
Scortsdale annexed County propcmes in the 70's and 80's when I was 2 CztyPlanne:; the
comparable Scattsda]e zanmg designation was uSed cxduszvely = no up-zoning or down-
zoning.

Hope this belps. ML

From: Ed Grant IV <egrant4@simaz.com>
‘Sent: Wednesday, May 1, 2019 8:21 PM

To: mike leary
Cc: mafoster272@gniail.com; eric.e. bjorkman@mtel com; cthorpe@nghthonda com; McCIay, Doris

Subject: Re: Proposed Senior-Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch
:l'hanks Mike. Please see-below in blue.

_From: mike Ieary <outlook 59CA1EDED17AAFFC@outIook com> on behalf of mlke Ieary

<michaelpleary@cox.net>

Date: Monday, April 29, 2019 at 12 :54 PM

To: Ed Grant <egrant4@simaz.com>, mike leary <michaelpleary@cox.net>

Cc: "mafoster272@gmail.com” <mafoster272@gmail.com>, "eric.e.bjorkman@intel.com”
<eric.e.bjorkman@intel.com>, "cthorpe@righthonda.com" <cthorpe@righthonda.com>,
. "McClay, Doris" <DMcClay@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Subject: Re: Proposed Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

Ed thank’s'fbr the quick reply.

1. The building is indéed three floors and the permitted hieight by right is 48' but would
expect the building height to be several feet Iower, Also, the grade on the northside of
MMR is higher than the south. I'm not sure that the character of the arei is well-defined
with the mix of one-story townhomes, one-and two-story single-family résidences and two-
story apartments. The storage facility was approved with both. two-story and three-srory
components. The rendering is concepr at this stage and the design haszsi't been fleshed out
" as of yér | respectfully disagree with you...the character is actually quite-well-defined. Property
that fronts TPP and the gas station has the height, and what's west of that does not. In addition, the
storage facility does not have people living in the top of the facility. ..this facility will have that. And
to your point on defiming the mix in the zrea, an out~0f—place building (in terms-of height) would
define this area in a manner that’s inconsistent with existing conditions. Pm sorry, but this is
something I'm going to have to insist on at this point for me to support the project. Looking
forward to discussmg further.



' 2 Past annexations in Scottsdale and elscwbere Incorporated Cozmtyzonmg 1o the nearest
city classification for pureé simplicity. City Land Use Plans were then subsequently
developed and the basis for granting changes in land use. More of 2 1-2-3- process. We are
willing and expect tight stips that reflect what we are proposing. Like the storage facility, -
we kéep our word. I'm dealing with an annexation in Avondale now where the City intentionally
gave an underlying zoning classification that conflicts with the GP designation in order to force the
developer to play ball with the City. This is generally done to-ensure that-the City gets what they
want, and it’s somethmg that fits with the surrounding area.

o .3, We clearly believe that the proposed use will be more compatible and acceptable
to the residents than office or other C-O permitted uses. The parcel in‘between
George Bell's storage. facility and ours has been separately owned for decades by t the
Thomas family. There have been discussions about development of their property,
bunr I baven't seen anything yet. The Thomas property and our property will the last
parcels to develop on MMRR and T tbmkm the general aréa. Heights, densmes etc.

* being equal, I agree with you.-

»  We are constantly looking for ways to mitigate poteritial neighborhood
concerns, . The original plan had our main driveway aligned with your entry at- 99th
Place to mmp]y with the City’s driveway spacing and akignment criteria. We have
now proposed the Iocation further west aligning with the townhome driveway as
“there will be less taffic coming from the small TH project than Horseman's
Park. This change is subject to Transportation Department's review which we.

believe they’ll support. Understood.

From: Ed Grant IV <egrant4@_simaz.com>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2019 8:59 AM

To: mike leary
Cc: mafosterZ?Z@gmail com; eric.e. b;orkman@mtel com; cthorpe@nghthonda com McCIay, Doris

Subject' Re: Proposed Senior meg at McDowell Mountain Ranch

‘Thanks Mike.. Really appreciate the heads up.. | had heard through the grapevine this was commg, so we
appreciate bemg engaged early on-in the process to discuss,’ :

A few ~quest:ons/thoughts for you...

1. What's'the permltted height by nght? Renderings look to be 3 stones-zsh which is way out of
character for the area. Please confirm if you would. :

2. | see your mention of the underlying zoning not complying with the GP map, but, as you know,
that's a tacticcities frequently employ-at:annexation to force.a GP and/of rezoning. As was the
case with the storage facility, we’ll look for tight stips and a site plan that conforms with what
we’re told will develop. :

3. Notwithstanding the height comment above, the proposed use would.seemingly be more
compatible than office. Does your owner own the parcel west-and in between the storage



facility and this? [ think it’s the same applicant as the storage facility, no? Any plans for the
donut hole in between?

‘Thanks Mike!
Ed -

From: mike leary <outlook_ S9CALED EDl7AAFFC@outIook com> on behalf of mlke leary
<michaelpleary@cox.net>

Date: Saturday, April 27, 2019 at 6:26 PM

To: Ed Grant <egrant4@simaz.com> ‘ :

Cc: "mafoster272@gmail.com” <mafoster272@gmall com>, "eric.e. bjorkman@lntel com"
<eric.e.bjorkman@intel.com>; "cthorpe@righthonda.com” <cthorpe@ righthonda.com>
Subject: Proposed Senior Lrvmg at McDowell Mountain Ranch

Hi Ed! I just want to reach out dxrectly to you and your: ncngbors regzrdmg anotber pm;ect
TI'm consulting on just down the street from the McDowell Mountain storage

facility. Attached is the "Early Notification" letter that was just mailed out to thie property
‘owners within 750" (that includes you folks). The project is southwest of your subdivision
and behind the Verde Canal bernz that has all the overgrown vegetation. I'm not sure what,
if any, pomans of the project will be even visible froni HP. Per the letter, the use has '
extremely low imapacts on the things that marter to residents e.g. traffic, noise, activities and
Lighting. So .far, we have staff support for the project and we 're boping to build upon that
support with positive results from our public outreach efforts. ‘

Ed, if you or your neighbors have any questions/ r‘:omﬁ‘eizts/ concerns, please feél free to
contact me at any time, I'm just one-mile from away: ). ’

Hanks again! ML
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NEXTDOOR POSTINGS May 7th THRU May 9th
‘Betty Jamk _
o Wndgaie Ranch‘uZ : . : ‘ . o

OPEN HOUSE FOR MAJOR GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT & REZONING May
7@ 6pm

This is a very big request from:SENIOR LIVING AT MCDOWELL MT’ RANCH for genera! plan

- -améndment and rezoning near MMRR and 99th Place - your neighborhood. it'is on-a 5 acre site. BE

" INFORMED BY ATTENDING THE OPEN HOUSE Tuesday - tomomow - MAY 7 at 6-7:30 pm LOCATION
of OPEN HOUSE McDowell Center 16116-N McDowell Mountain Ranchi RD

2d ago - 17 neighborhoods in General

Jason Alexander
, McDowell Mduntain Ranch South-2d ago

I am planning to attend, but juggling with kids' activities. | have several concems with the project. First
and foremost, the' upzoning. They are asking for three stories, but that would be unlike any. of the
'surrouncjing residences which are ail 1 story homes or 2 story apartments. Also, what will theydoto.
improve the neighborhood? | have crossed Thompson Peak from the gas station ‘to the Library complex
marny times on foot and bike, cars are constantly turning right-on red from MMR Road, with very littie
concem:for pedestrians in the crosswalk. Walkabiiity to the library'and aquatic:center will be a big draw
for the residerits, bt the idea of a.slower senior having to cross Thompson Peak while-anxious drivers
are trying to rush though...seems a death waiting to -happen. We dont let the kids do it without:a crossing
guard, and that doesnt always provide enough protection from hurvied drivers. There are no crosswalks
from the Senior Living Facility further west connectmg it with 88th Street Again, | see someone potentially
get hlt

' Jennuer Vallette '

", McDowell Mountain Ranch North- 2d ago

My question is, as'with all the other famity housing bemg built in the specific' area, Why'would senior
housing-be sp close to a major entertainment and event venue? When I'm retired or in assisted living |
don't think I'd want loud evening and daytime music, announcers, car-show sounds, etc. It just seems so
random that they would consider this. ' o

Michael Leary

, MicDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago ‘

Betty, I'm-the applicant for the senior iiving facility proposed on the south side of MMRR west of 99th
Place. The City miss-posted on its P&Z website that the zoning request was for a Major Plan Amendment
- it is NOT! To'the contrary, the rezoning CONFORMS with the General Plan.and the current zoning does
not. See below. From: McClay, Doris <DMcClay@scottsdaleaz.gov> Sent: Monday, May 8, 2019 8:42 AM
To: mike Jeary Subject: RE: Senior Living MMR - wrong Open ‘House. notice on City website Hi Mike.Sorry
for'the error. We are sending out a revised P&Z with the correct infermation. "Applicant-based open. .
house for a rezoning case located at 9909 E. McDowell Mountain Ranch: Road Tuesday, May. 7 6-7:30



p-m. The McDowell Center, 16116 N. McDowell Mountain Ranch Road Apphcant contact: Mike Leary
480-991-1111 m;chaelpieary@cox net"

Jdason, thanks for.planning on-attending. Perthe letter | previously sent, the requestis to zone the
‘property from the 1972 County annexation zoning to the classification that conforms with the City's
-General Plan. This is not a Major or Minor General Plan amendment- the request conforms with the GP.
I've checked City records and the Kota apartments are 32'5" in height and we're proposing & height in the
40' range. The exact height hasn't been determined but the site is downhill from properties on the

~ northside MMRR which wotild lower the perceived height of the building. i live in MMR and like you | have -
crossed TPP with great trepidation but the problem applies to all ages. However offsité issues like these
are not the responsibility of project that don't exasperate existing problems. Providing & sidéwalk and
crosswalk to 88th Street is the responsibility of the City as the adjoining properties are part.of WestWorld.

Jennifer, the project is uniquely iocated. The infrequent Westworld major events (€.g. Barrett-Jackson)

are over a.1/2 mile-away. The WestWorld 40-acre stormwater detention basins are immediately opposite

the. property and pose no negative impact on the proposed use. | previously posted the Ietter that was

sent out to nearby properties and am posting again below for whoever mlght be interested. I'm sorry. but
this site isn't letting paste the site plan and perspect:ve of the project.

Michael P. Leary, LTD 10278 E. Hillery Drive cell (480) 981-1111 Scottsdale Anzona 85255
~michae}pleary@coxnet :

DATE: April. 26, 2018
TC: Neighboring Propérty Owners and Interestéd Parties
FROM: Mike Leary, Development ConsultantRE: Senior Living at McDoweli Mountain Ranch

A senior care facility comprising- independent living,. assisted living and memory care is proposed onabs-
acre vacant property on the south side of McDoviell Mountaln Ranch Road just west of 95th Piace. The
site backs up-to the blighted Bureau of Reclamation’ property that contains the large drainage:basins and
‘Westworld: support facilities. As such the proposed development will provide a buffer for the residential
developments north of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road -and the existing and future facilities/activities
within the Bureau property. Enclosed is our preliminary site plan and conceptual building design.
_Historically, the property retains the County 1972 annexation R1-35 zoning (one house per acte) which
was the zoning classification of most of the County no_i'th, of the CAP Canal. Post annexation all the
- surtounding developments that now exist were subsequently rezoned: The cusrent zoning does NOT
comply with the enclosed City's General Plan “Conceptual Land Use Map® which indicates “Office”. The
“Office” designation equates to the "“Commercial Office (C-O)* zoning district which typically develops with
multi-story offices that can generate a significant amount of traffic, noise, lighting and activity. However, a .
“residential health care facility” is also an allowed use and generates conversely minimal traffic, noise,
lighting, and activity. The use is generally considered bemgn and compatible with both residential and
non-residential areas. :

" Cormimon questions which are ra:sed with rezomng requests and thls use speaﬁcally are;

Can the City Council restrict the use of the property to just the senior living facility? Although the legal
answer is goveming bodies are precluded from iimiting rezonings to specific uses, the City achieves that



goal by stipulating conformance to specific.development plans which by their nature are use-specific and
not convertible to other uses: If the stipulatéd development.ptans were subsequently proposed to be
altered, an amendment would be required to go through the same Planning Commrssuon and City Council
- public hearing process. :

WwWill development adhere to the “dark sky® policy? Yes, lighting will be fimited in numbeér, lumen, and - .
location to minimize total light emanation. Lighting will also be tightiy controlled along the street frontage
to preclude off-site light spill.

Will ambulances be using sirens to transport residents? The-fécility does not provide nursing care-and the
residents are ambulatory. As a matter of policy and practice, ambulances do not utilize sirens in
residential areas. :

A:s»ar:! interested party or property owner within 750’ of the property, YQQ are receiving this notification as
part of the City’s Public Outreach and Input:process. Accordingly, we are also hosting an "Open House®
~ from 6:00 pm to 7:30 pm.on Tuesday May 7th at the McDowell Center located at 16116 N. McDowell
Mountain Ranch Rd., Scottsdale, AZ 85255. We:hope to subsequently file a formal application with the
City'to change the zoning from R1-35 PCD ESL. (Single-family Residential within a Planned Commuinity
District in Envirdnmentally Sensitive Lands) to C-O PCD-ESL (Commercial Office withini a Planned
Community District.in Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to allow the proposed senior living-development.
" Immediately after filing the application, you will be receiving a postcard from the City notifymg you of the
application’ submittal.

'If'youv should have any queStio‘hs please contact me at your convenience. You may also contact City’of
Scottsdale Senior Planner Doris McClay who is assigned to this project and-can be reached at
480.312.4214 and dmcclay@scoﬁsdaleaz gov. Our prellmmary application case number is 99-PA-2018.
Thank you' ML Enclosure :

D

Jennifer Valletie

, McDowell Mountam Ranch North:-1d ago .
@Mtchael—Thank you for the response but I've lived here since 2003 and | can promise you it's a bit:more
than Barrett. The annual Polo Pany, Good Guys car shows, Bike Week, humerous horse shows and
rodeos, RV Shows, Beachfest, Fourth of July, the Shrine Circus, and MANY other large events create
noise levels that anyane fiving that close will.hear: It's on their event calendars and growing every year.

Joseph Chaplik )

, MicDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago

"What is wrong with the Senior Living Centef at FLW and 100th? Looks like a fine building. Is it fully
occupied and is there a strong need for another facility so close as proposed? A

Michael Leary
, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago



Joseph my understanding isthat Beimont project is indeed full which conﬁnns;what our marketing study
has concluded - our area is considerably underserved and the reason why this project is being proposed.
Hope this helps : :

Michael Leary

, McDowel! Mountain Ranch South-1d ago _

_ Jennifer, yes there are.several venues:that occurat WestWorld but primiarily on thie westem end of the
‘faciiity. Senior fiving basically occurs within thé building so-any noise-that.may emanate from WestWorld
is not viewed as a problem like it might be for single-family residents. '

John Rowton ' ,
, McDowell Mountain Ranch ,Sput_h.- 1d .ago
Building another facility in the Reata. Wash?

Michael Leary .
McDowell Mountain Ranch South: 1d .ago
“John thankfully we're not-in it! : )

John Rowton
-, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago ‘
The proposed senior center would be in it. A bunch of seniors in aflood plain- what could go wrong?

“Michael-Leary :
, McDowell Mountain Ranch South: 1d ago

John if you give me call at 480.991.1111 or email me at m:chaelpieary@cox net with your contact info
and | can provide you a Maricopa County Flood Control Map of the property: showmg it's not within any

100-year fioodplain. It's hlgh and dry. ;)

John Rowton
, McDowell Mountiain Ranch: South 1d ago .
Itis in Zone A on the city” supphed map. Southeast of there is what | like to call Lake Westworld I walk

that way 3 or 4 times a week for the last ten years. If you look at the condos, townhouses or what ever
they are buitding at 98th and McDowell- you will seg what they did to try to avoid any ﬂoodmg that now
makes Lake Westworld possnble

John Rowton
McDowe!l Mountain Ranch South-1d 2go
i:meant southwest of the proposed site s the location of Lake Westworlid.

Michael Leary

, McDowsll Mountain Ranch South 1d ago ‘ :
John 1 know folks who call it "Mosquito Lake" although the City and State swear that there have never
been larvae in their testing. But | don't know about you, but for the last couple of years I've been having



mosquitoes outside and inside my Discovery Canyon home. | also had mosquitoes when playing at
Horizon Park: You probably noticed that the City fias‘been draining the lake with a portable pump that
dumps into a sewer manhole. There supposedly are 7 drywells to drain the basins but they are

" undoubtediy unabie to deal with afl the sik that plugsthem up.

iy
K

John Rowion

, MtDowell Mountain Ranch Sou’ch 1d agoe
There is & cement trail that leads from Horizon Park down to WestWorld. Just north of McDowell it was
destroyed ~ looks like water flow took it down years ago. Just saying- the odds of a real bad flood down
there are slim but it is not worth the risk with seniors involved. FWIW- | am.over70.

Diane Drell

~, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-Edited 1d ago ‘
I-have some comments - can't make the meeting. What will this proposed facility do to ingress angd-

. egress-on McDowell Mountain Ranch Road, 'thmpson Peak and Bell Rd.? Clearly, we have-enough’

traffic in this area now and at certain hours, it is very heavy traffic. Also, employees that work at these

types of facilities have a high tum-over rate. Therefore we would be allowing all kinds of strangers from

all walks of lifé into this area on two. or three.shifts a day Mrchael Leary, You alluded, to Belmont Village. b

~ know a lot about Belmont Village from the inception of when they were developing it, then building itand

when it was initially up and running. It is very cheap construction and it took a long time to fil up.that '

place. There i5 in-the-wall air conditioning units in each apartment. That is jusi plain hokey and cheap!ls
this proposed facility going to be:similar to Belmont Village where a bunch of investors buy-in initially and
at some point, resell it to other owners? The rendering of the building that was sent o' us through the
McDowell Mountain Ranch HOA shows & similar drawing to Belmont Village which |-find very iriteresting. -
Any connection to the developer and original investors of Belmont Village? Mayor Lane welcomed
Belmont Village with open anms and cut the ribbon- at the- Grand Opening. Is he going to be asked to

" attend this Grand Cpening here tpo.... should thlS go through? -

Adam Johnson

, DC RANCH/Silverieaf-1d ago
As someone what works in the real estate 5|de of senior care, senior living and memory care, the valley ‘
~ has.a large shortage of inventory. With baby boomers.getting older, to the tune of 10,000 a day hzttmg
retirement qualifications 1 think this developmenit is well. position-and needed. A few.years ago, | sold.a.
Seriior Living dea) off of FLW and Lia Linda; 155 units. Very high end, they have a very long waitiist now
days. | would encourage people on here to take:a iook at s6me senior living communities. | think.people
get confused with-senior living verses nursing home of days gone past. | think having Westworld nearby
will be a'major-pull and selling feature. All the events Westworld has are geared to those with disposable
incomes from cars to horses it alltakes big bucks. [ Look forward io seeing this project get approved and
fili that void in senior hvmg we have in this particular area. From a. busmess plan perspective, the deal |
sold was $31m, recent traded again last year for $60m



Adam Johnson
L, bC RANCWSllverieaf 1d ago -
-Mlke do- you have a link to the application or a uri with the city’ that you can share?

" Diane Drell

, McDowelt Mountain Rarch South- Edlted ‘id ago .
| think we have an abundance- of senior living in North Scottsdale and in 85260, By the time seniors move
to a senior facility, it is usually because they aren't able to iive independently in their own homes.any
‘more, so they don‘f go out real-often..| don't believe West Worid- will matter to people who live at this. N
semor living ‘residence, which | befieve was mentioned would have an assisted living unit as' well as a
memory caré unit. Also, will this facility be strictly a rental or-a buy-in situation? | don't believe that has
been mentioned. There is'a big differencel

Adam Jehnson
, DC RANCH/Silverieaf-1d ago

Dnane that is-the thinking |-am talking about. Senior living today is way different than the nursing homes

“of oid. They are very activé communities with sporting event outings, tennis cubs, golf clubs, hiking clubs,
tn'ese types of facifities seniors are moving to for more social reasons than care reasons. With us living
actively well into our late 80's this option has become very popular. Get ride of the expensive large house
and move into a socially active community. Have of the Del Webb communities are focused on this. Mike
mentioned that this is an .ambulatory development, this is not a nursing home or hospice care. | would
expect, like the last one | sold, it was a iive-cycle community-so they had basically condos with no care at -
all, then some assisted living and theirs was""special for it also have memory care. Most ocGupants in.our
rent studies planned on living there for 12 to 17 years, so thesé communities, again, aré not nursing
homes. Most senior living facilities are leased not buy in and the ones that are buy in are very expensive.
| would be curious fo know that the rates will be, that is probably a better indicator of what-the community

~ will be. $1500 a month versus the one | have mentioned at $5k to-$7k a-month are different animals.

Diane Drell
, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-Edited. 1d ago :

Adam Johnson, You are in the business of senior living sales. | am noét.speaking from that: perspectlve
but that of a hemeowner that lives in the vicinity of the proposed “retirement” home which will provide
assisted living and memory care units, Most seniors today would prefer to live in their own homes,
townhouses, condes or apartments as fong as they can. | know.about nursing homes and various types of
ret[rement homes. Nursing homes is a different leévei completély. Why bririg that up in this d:scuss;on’?
“The retirement communities-with very active communities don't. have assisted living and memory care
units. That is a different mode! you are writing about. Enough said. on this subject. | am not in favor of this
project in this area for all the reasons | stated above, ’



Adam Johnson ,
. DC RANCH/Siiverieaf-1d ago
1 too am a home owner, | am aiso-a residential real estate agent of close to 28 years and | als‘o‘fbr'the

_ past 23 years have sold apartment developments and'for the past 8 years senior living, assisted living
and memory care facilities as well. No-shocker that you-wouid be against for-no other reason than it's
new development and a change to the status quo, another nimby issue. | would think most of the
homeowners near this development would be excited at the idea that when the time comes to move to,
SOmet'hing that is.only senior, then assisted, then memory care and you get to stay in the community you
five in now, that that would be a:great thing to look forward toe, my how | couid be-wrong.

- Melissa Lorraine
", MeDowelf Mountain Ranch South-td:ago _
I just,saw this, and | just heard about this today $0 it is too late for me to make the meeting... | wouid have
liked to have-gone t6 voice my opinion but unfortunately cannot. So {'ll just voice it here..."hell no!” & |
There is nothing this adds to the community or it§ sumoundings Gther than a 3- story monstrosity, traffic,
and sirens! Please keep the residents in the area mfon'ned for any fo[lowmg meetings or any, continual
information. Thx.

John Rowton
. McDowell Mountain Ranch Seuth-1d ago _ .
Semor fiving is not the point Mr. Johnson, the point is- why put in Reata Wash which is a fiood area?

Adam Johnson :
, DC RANCH/Silverledf-1d ago

_John, All of the surrounding area, MMR, DC Ranch, Siltverleaf, etc is in a flood plane. Part of the reason
we. don‘t have basements and we are buiit on stone, Every development that gets proposed-anywhere
near north scottsdale gets shot down, Complete NIMBY ‘for sure. The condos at Silverieaf, the 135 room
hotel near DC Ranch crossing the Greyhawk development northwest corer of Pima and TPP..1 put my
{rust in the builder that it'will be built to conforTi to current code, fiodd plane requirements. height
restrictions given its. lower elevation starting point. Yet some will stag'r say no for nof in'my back yard.

Bill Herf
, McDowelj Mountain Ranch South-1d ago :
Is this project instead of the public storage facility that was proposed a few months ago that wouid go

behind Superpumper?



Jason Alexander
. McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago

its not my place io iell the builder or the new residents they wili be bothered by the noise and iraffic from
Westworid, orliving hextto a truck-filled maintenance yard that frequently has night-time- heavy truck

‘ activity, or a months-long mosquito filled lake. | doubt they will be happy with their lack of open space.

That.is between the buyers and seliers. | dont think flooding will be a problem. (tﬁough.Adém Johnson's

info about flood plains-is wrong as it stops at 98th Street - see the Reata Wash Flood Plain map - it

includes none of MMR or Silverieaf, most of DC Ranch). My objection is to the 3rd story, and the cheap

stick modular'design that will not last. These two features are what make the project prqﬁtable forthe

developer, We residents get more traffic, probably another jane extension from the site ifito Westworid,

possibly a signal at 88th St, and new residents demanding street crossings. Michael you are comect the

city doesnt reguire the-developer to do those things. As a result the residents WILL eventually pay for

~ those things. This is why we have nearly $1B in unfunded infrastructure .If the city is going to grant'you a

. Zoning exémption, additional height, and allow another architecturally dull project... the taxpayers shouid

get more in retum. | would be riuch happier about this project if the developer didnt just take that 3rd

story from-the community, and instead made some of these impact mprovements voluntanly Thatisthe

" cost of my support for the zoning variance. ' :

Adam Johnson I oy
.DC RANCH/Sﬂveneaf 1d ago ) :

Jason All of the areas | mentioned are within the flood.plane. I look at titie reports every day and address
fiood insurance questions as'well, There are different classification, 100yr, 500yr, special cifcumstances,
- etc. Geénerally speaking anything at the basin of a mountain will be in a flood plane:for water goes down
_hill. 1 would think increasing the 'pr.dpert_y tax base, the sales tax base would go. a fong way to helping fund
~ those infrastructure.issues. Otherwise the alternative is say Califomia where people are leaving so fast
that even with raising sales taxes to almost 14%-and personal income taxes to almost 15% the state
“simply cahnot:l;e’ep up-with the out of control spending. I do thing we need to increase property taxes for
they are way too low. Bringing seniors into this particular market, with larger disposabie incomes will
benefit the tax bases, provide more higher eaming jobs to the local community and generally inprove the
overall fiving experience of the area.-Not to mention thase addition tax dollars for local public schools that
is a nett 100% increase for | doubt-many of those seniors will.gave k-8 aged children going to local
'schools. : :

Jason Atexander

, MicDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago
Adam, Your argument about property and retail.sales taxes flies in-face of the last 10 years of City ,
finances and our patterns of overdevelopment. We've seen how overdevelopment leads to underfunding.
We-may be increasing th_e tax base, but we are also creating unfunded needs and strain on existing city
resources. Do you understand school funding? Outside the state and federa! per-child aliowance,
anything else is a bond or override voted on by the local tax payers. Whether the new residents will



-~

support additional school funding or not...! can not say. But in and of itself this project does nothing for
schools. | also question the high paying jobs you foresee. I thought typical senior fiving facilities employed
-a lot of service-ievel work along with some health care professionals. Perhaps'you can quantify the.

" expected job and income distribuion...| can not, but m sure its typical' compared'to other faiiities fike it.
From my pov, its a very simple decision. The current proposal give too-much away in zoning variances.
Don't sell Scotisdale cheap. We should NEVER give away height, density and setbacks without getting
something in retum. As yoli've said, there is a ton of demand and its a.seller's market. And while.its not -
relevant to the thread, but, here is the Reata Wash Flood control area as defined by the City. The bon:ler
s mostly Thompson: Peak Parkway. This project is just outside the-flood zone.

hitps:/imww.scottsdaleaz. golessets/ScottsdaleAZ/Constmctlonlreata/study-area-map-12-22-201 5.jpg

Adam Johnson

-,'DC RANCH/Silverieaf-1d ago ,

Grves too much away? It gives a siall variance in height, 7ft 8 inches. Thats it. The the application is in
fact only asking to update the aiready approved master plan for this parcel which hasn't been doné since
1972, Last | checked, if this:will have: nursmg care-and memory care, nurses are some of the highest paid

" medical sector employees other than private practitioner doctors. Those jobs. Notto mention supporting
industries such as food.service, linen care or services, oxygen supply, efc, etc. We fundamentaily look at
developmient and advancément in two totally different-points of view. Let me ask this, what wasthe last
new development 'you or anyone here supported with as much vigor as the simply not in my back yard, |
got mine everything eise should be stopped? What was it? Massive regulations hurt our overall economy.
A small variance for height on what most .of us would consider S*&ity land to begin with is just what the
doctor ordered. Just think back to when the genius city council of Phoenix thought it would be great-to do
a development on leased land, City North, how FUBAR that was. This is a small developementon &
acres. Well within the building and planning envelop. it will bring a much needed service and gett'ing, :

* larger every day, to the area, empioys people and increase the tax base..All of those things far out weight

the variance. And even that you will onfy eversee when you get gas at the gas. station that was also

opposed massively back on 1999 when it was put it.

. Jason Alexander ‘
, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago
Adam - thank you for describing some of the jobs that the facility will requiré. As | said, | did not know. I've
been very clear in my mostly-support of Museum Sgudre (it needs more parking), of Southbridge Il. | have:
nothing to-say about the Lane's End south of the Aquatic Center, orthe project at the comer of 88thWMMR
- they'were easy as they were within the zoning code. | have nothing to say about the expansion of the
Basha's plaza, or the infill across the street ~ again, all within zoning. | dont oppose this development, nor
am | for it. Its still in the planning phase. Zoning code matters, and its a seller's market. Dont sell
Scottsdale cheap. Like you said; we view development very differently. But, would you of all peopie leave
money on the table? That is what the City is domg if we glve out zoning variances without getting enough
benefits in retum.
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Donna Neuhauser
, KMicDowell Mountain‘Ranch North-1d ago
Hmmm... no ambulances onsite because all residents will b ambulatory? How can that btrue If it offers

assisted living i memory care sves? Thank you.

Michael Leary
, McDowell Mountain Ranch South-1d ago
l want to thank the 21 folks who were able to attend the Open House meeting which went very well

yesterday and we are encouraged by the questions asked and answers given. Coriversely there are more
questions/comments/concems in this thread than | can reasonably respond to without generating even
. more questions/comments/concems. Nonetheless | would like tq reiterate a few items. -

The request oonfoﬁns to the City's General Plan.

_ We are NOT asking for any VARIANCE - zoning allows 48’ and facility will be somewhene -around 40‘
{we' re still in preilmmary design).

The property is NOT in a flood plain.

Our market study confirms that our area is underserved and that this facility will fil only part:of that
deficiency. The facility will be upscale befitiing Scottsdale and nearby residents.

The facility will not. result in a strain on traffic - the number of vehicular trips.will be nearfy 1/2 of what an
alternative office use would generate. : :

{ would ask and encourage anyone interested in this project to contact e directly at 480.991.1111 or
michaelpleary@cox:net so that there can be a meaningful discussion. As someone suggested ! will post
the filing of the application with the City and the URL to access our case. Please. note that the City only
posts online the narrative and all.the other submittal items will be in the case file accessible atthe City's
Record Department 7447 E. Indian School.Road. With all that said | will be dropping off this thread for
now but | will be available anytlme for a call, emall or-an in-person meetmg Thanks again for your

interest. ML :
o



)

)
Open House Slgn-In Sheet
v or 4 Date:,
SCOTTS ALE Location:
This Sign-In Sheet is a Public Record
2:':‘* lﬁumo\a &hv\e, Lm@/ usinessName |
ress & Zip ‘Pho , | | E-mail -
e
Address &;ﬁw}‘ /SW \AG_V\ = | Ph — —
R e I i
0 Vs Rppanoens O ks
Address & Zip c‘o 5(3 V] Do Al nl-m g? ~cl,l' Phone ';'E-'fnail

Nam

Q.

R
Addres &Zi% }A ;0 A4 | /(‘(4/ Phone 4 Efmail
NameC/LLC, 8._\371—/(»\4/4/‘/‘ BusinessName - !
Address & _
15922 Zé MeTE Crw;‘m 2“3’1‘?*{21‘38(6 Fmall
Name % _7/7L %’_ Business Name
ddre 587 o [ Emai

S p &73 ﬁ }4*‘? Phg‘b ; g/ 7 3 é [// E-mail

: E j e N Business Name - -

Af?f;?mpm-. ‘N'\ o Phgga \{q,a-;zau% e




P

mwf;
SCOTTSDALE

)_
Open House Slgn In Sheet

Date:
" Location:
“This Sign-In Sheet is a PubllcRecord A - | — —
Namme _S 1 W\ A k‘V ‘TL? G ‘ | Business Name
_ .-‘Address&Zip PE? %ec-— =

Y422y

T 3G B 4l

Business Name

1 Addres

U351 A 99 e

"0 g ro3s |

Name

: aniness Name

E'ma“)rdm 0 4 geln @ CH¥ MI

Ron Z@pﬁ/z

| Address.& Zip

Phone E-mail
.| Naine: Business Name
M “"V‘/‘EL éoxfwt%-f o ' : .
| Address & Zi Phan . E-mail
| Name 'L".AJLSH_-M o0 i fULe o phas : - | Business Name -
- S jéw\sfﬂrsoq‘a |
Address &Zip Phone " | E-miail
Nar ' | » \
ame éj/ ? 6 cu( 5@ = e S | | Business Name
B Address&Zip | Phone E-mail
Name _ Business Name

‘ Address &Zip -

Phone

[Ematl




) ) ) |
| - Open House Sign-In Sheet
ﬁ Date 5 7 20 'ﬁ
SCOTTS ALE Location; [l N W\F\\n Emhfd
ThlsSan -In. SheetlsaPubHcRecord . .
Name Business Name -
Sfraata) /s:quﬁ’m- |
Address & Zip ‘ . Phone E-mail
(er=z €., £ (Fo 2P 2207 M’ffmma_a.mw Copz
-Name W W Business Name 4 i
SNVINE ' : - . .
Name ) 1‘0 . 'éc,—]’lw::‘ 2 ’ ' | - Business Name-
A% rESS&ZP N, Xt /’/ | Fhome B A r ?\I,n;ifl,f,gj‘wqé@\ia%a Ce A
Name \l‘Q,V\&WfQ | - - - Bmmess‘Nape !
Add & Zi h '
ress rgj% %0.4:34\,‘(\ Phone Engié')eﬂéﬂ'i;}é Uy e WX_SW*(—OW\

Name _ | Business Name . B

QRE 27, A | WRIATET RS menz A
Address & Zip Ph E-mail

_leqqr A 1ogTh jtfiﬁﬂ’ ‘10%2%(415%3'6; Eaﬂgﬁﬂﬂaﬂfrkfd e
Name 0 Busmess Name
L AR heusEr .

Address & Zi Ph C E-mail

o [6: "'7_& fcﬁBG/JA LSL ° 5’“5@ 24 - 1699 :;;:VO uwwyeu‘b'c V@Jlug cdline
Name ‘Business Name

queu.:s /Mf’us eR.

Address & Zip Phone E-mall




Michael P. Leary, LTD_

A

10278 E. Hillery Dtive - cell (480) 991-1111

Scottsdale, Arizona 85255 T michaelpleary@cox.net
DATE:  August 12,2019 -
TO: Neighboring Property Owners and Interested Parties

FROM: Mike Leary, Development Consultant
RE: - _ Senior Living at McDov;}e]l Mountain Ranch — modiﬁcaﬁo,n, to rezoning request

A letter explaining the request to rezone the subject property was mailed back in late Apsil: The rezoning
application was filed back in May and we ate hoping to be in the public hearing stage before Planning
Commission in September and City Council in October. The pro]ect itself remains uncha.nged from the
Apnor letter and formal apphcatlon

You are receiving this update as the application has been modified solely to remove the ESL
(Envitonmentally Sensitive Laads) overlay: district due to a City staff proposed ded.lcaﬁon of right-of-way
along our east’ property line as descnbed below:

The sub;ect property along with two others are the only ESL-zoned parcels on. the south side of |
MMRR and west of Thompson Peak Pa.tkway as shown on the graphic below:

e

The removal of the ESL overlay is a direct result of staff’s proposal to requite a 30° half-street
dedication along the eastetn portion of the property and 30’ on the adjoining parcel (60’ total). Staff’s
_ long-beld intent has been to pfeserve the opportunity to access the Arizona State Land Department
(“ASLD”) orphaned propetty located approximately 600’ south of MMRR should the parcel be acquited



. \ .
by a private developer. The ASLD parcel is dccess-constrained with right-in/right-out only to Thompson
 Peak Parkway. Access to MMRR does little, if any, to the practical private development of the ASLD
propetty. The ASLD has not had ary interest from piivate developets to acquire the property separate
from an adjoining MMRR propetty. In contrast the City’s long-held intent has been to acquite the ASLD
property for the development of event parking within the ad]ommg WestWorld basin. Acquisition of the
ASLD propetty has also been identified for inclusion in the November bond election

Despite the removal of the ESL overlay, there is NO CHANGE TO OUR PROPOSED
- LANDSCAPE PLAN INCLUDING UNDISTURBED NATURAL AREAS. The ongmally proposed
landscaping and preservation of the old Rio Verdé Canal reinain unaltered in the hope and expectation that
the City will drop the proposed roadway to the ASLD property.
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If the City putsues construction,of the ASLD roadway, below is the design standard cross-section:
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We do not support the ASLD roadway dedlcaﬁon or street lmprovements for the following
teasons: the roadway does not provide meaningful access for private development; the driveway at MMRR
would be approxzmately 138’ east of the Horseman’s Park driveway and. would not meet the City’s 250’
standard separation requirement; over 18,000 sf of landscaping and undistutbed atea would be eliminated
along our eastern property line and a like amount from. the adjoining ptroperty including significant
portions of the old Rio Verde Canal and undisturbed natural areas. Those lost areas cteate a technical
deficiency in the minimum NAOS tequired but the project still provides an excess of Open Space required
by the ESL standards. Out plan is to still provide ESL NAOS easements over the same areas previously
identified so the next effect will be no change from what was originally proposed. |

If you should have any questions, please conitact me at your convenience. You may also contact City of
Scottsdale Seniot Planner Doris McClay who is assigried to this project and ¢an be teached at 480.312.4214

~ and dmcclag(@‘scottsdaleaz goy. Ou.t case nurnber is 8-ZN-2019.

Thank you! ML

“enclosure



McClay, Doris

From: . Curtis, Tim

Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 11 28 AM

To: Betty Jahik '

Cc . MichaelPLeary@cox.net; McClay, Doris o ‘

Subject: RE: COGS SUPPORTS DEVELOPER ON 8- ZN-2019 Senlor L!Vlng at McDowell Mountain
o Ranch

Ms. Janik,

Thank you for the.correspondence. A point of clafification is that the proposed removal of ESL zoning overlay from the
propefty is part.of the 8-ZN-2019 zoning case; not the 5-AB-2019 abandonment case:
‘Let us know if you have any questions.

Tim Curtis -
Director of Current Planmng
City of Scottsdale

From: Betty Janik <cogs.scottsdale@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September:10, 2019:9:13 AM
To: City Manager Mailbox <c:tyma nager@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; City Council <CltyC0unC||@scottsdaleaz gov> Plannmg
Commission <Plann|ngcomm|SS|on@scottsdaleaz gov>

~ Cc: MichaelPLeary@cox.net

Subject: COGS SUPPORTS DEVELOPER ON 8-ZN-2019 Senior' lemg at McDowell Mountain Ranch

COGS posmon on 8-ZN-2019 Senior Living at McDowell. Mountain Ranch
Cases 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019 '
September 10, 2019

TO: Mayor Lane, City Council, City Manager, and Pfanning Commission

COGS.supports the position of the developer that they should NOT be required
‘to provide access to the State Trust Land to the south of Case 8-ZN-2019

e That'parcel can be accessed from Thompson Peak Parkway, which should be the access
to that land. This is-especially true if the city intends to buy it and use it for a
combination of sports fields and for additional-event parking for West World.

o Access off Thompson Peak Parkway already exists to gain access to existing city owned
assets, including fields, on the east side, of Thompson Peak Parkway

¢ Access to this state land would be a natural extension of the existing access.

¢ The city no longer requires spécial access across the subject property. o o

! ATTACHMENT 13
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COGS does NOT support removing it from the ESL overlay in Case 5-AB-2019

To do s6 would set a very bad precedent and the need to remove it from the overlay goes
away when the city’s request for access to the state land goes away.

We would hope that reason would prevail and the city will remove any requirement to provide ~
access to the state trust land through the subject property and also not.grant removal of the
subject property from the ESL overlay.

Coalition of Greater Scoftsdale Board.of Directors
Betty Janik; President

8924 E. Pinnacle Peak Road Suite G-5 PMB 518
Scottsdale, AZ 85255 '
www.COGSAZ.net
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COGS does NOT support rething’it from the ESL oyerléy in Case. 5-AB-2019
To do so would set a very bad precedent and the need to remové it from the overlay goes .

=away when the city’s request for access to the state land goes away.

We would hope that reason would prevail and the city will remove any requlrement to provide
access to the state trust land through the subject property and also not grant removal of the
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City Notifications — Mailing List Selection Map
Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

Additional Notifications:
Interested Parties List

Pulled Labels Map Legend:
August 15, 2019
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